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The present volume contains some of the most important 
ot lienin's writings on the life and activities of Marx and Engels 
and their revolutionary theory. 

The volume opens with the articles on “Karl Marx," 
“Frederick Engels," “The Marx-Engels Correspondence,” “The 
'Phree Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism” and 
“The Historical Destiny of the Doctrine of Karl Marx” which 
serve, as it were, as a general summary of Marxism. The rest 
are arranged in chronological order. 

Lenin’s writings assembled in the present, sixth, Russian 
(Hlitinii are reproduced from the third and fourth Russian editions 
of the Collected Works or the fourth Russian edition of the 
VwO'Voliime Edition of Selected Works. The dates of some of 
the letters of Marx and Engels quoted by Lenin have been 
corrected. The footnotes are Lenin’s unless otherwise stated. 


The Marx-Ettqels-henitt Institute 






KARLl^RX 


Karl' Marx was born May 5, 1818, in the city of Treves 
(Rhenish Prussia). His father was a lawyer, a Jew, who in 1824 
adopted Protestantism. The family was well-to-do, cultured, 
but not revolutionary. After graduating from the gymnasium 
in Treves, Marx entered university, first at Bonn and later at 
Berlin, where he studied jurisprudence and, chiefly, history and 
philosophy. He concluded his course in 1841, submitting his 
doctoral dissertation on the philo.sophy of Epicurus. In his 
views Marx at that time was still a Hegelian idealist. In Berlin 
he belonged to the circle of “Left Hegelians” _ (Bruno Bauer 
and others), who sought to draw atheistic and revolutionary 
conclusions from Hegel’s philosophy. 

After graduating from the university, Marx moved to Bonn, 
expecting to become a professor. But the reactionary policy of 
the government — which in 1832 deprived Ludwig Feuerbach of 
his chair and in 1836 refused to allow him to return to the 
university, and in 1841 forbade the young professor, Bruno 
Bauer, to lecture at Bonn — forced Marx to abandon the idea 
of pursuing an academic career. At that time the views of the 
Left Hegelians were developing very rapidly in Germany. 
Ludwig Feuerbach began to criticize theology, particularly so 
in 1836 and after, and to turn to materialism, w’lflch in 1841 
gained the upper hand in his philosophy (Das Wesen des 
ChristeiAums [The Essence^f Christianity]); in 1843 his Grand- 
satze der Philosophie der Zukunft [Principles of the Philosophy 
of the Future] appeared. “One must himself have experienced 
the liberating effect” of these books, Engels subsequently wrote 
of these works of Feuerbach. “We [i.e., the Left Hegelians in- 



eluding Mai\J all hecaune al once Feuerbachians.”' At that 
time some Rhenish radical bourgeois who had certain points 
in common with the Left Hegelians founded an opposition 
paper in Cokagne, the Rheinische Zeitung (Rhenish Gazette ) — 
the first number appeared on January 1, 1842. Marx and Bruno 
Bau.'r were invited to be the chief contributors. In October 
1842 Marx became chief editor and removed from Bonn to 
Cologne. The revolutionary-democratic trend of the paper be- 
came more and more pronounced under Marx's editorship. 
The government first subjected the paper to double and triple 
censorship and then, on January 1, 1843, decided to suppress 
it altogether. Marx had to resign the editorship about that time, 
but his resignation did not save the paper, which was closed 
down in March 1843. Of the more important article.s contribut- 
ed by Marx to the Rheinische Zeitung, Engels notes, in addition 
to those indicated below (see Bibliography) an article on the 
condition ot the peasant wine-growers ot the Moselle Valley. 
His journalistic activities convinced Mars that he was not 
SUtficientlv actiuainted with political economy, anri he zealously 
set out to study it. 

In 184.'i. in Kreuznach. Marx married Jenny von West- 
phalen, a cliildliood triend to whom he had been engaged while 
still a student. His wife came from a reactionary family of 
the Prussian nobility. Her elder brother was Prussian Minister 
of the Interior at a most reactionary period, 1850-58 In the 
autumn of 1843 Marx went to Paris in order, together with 
Arnold Ruge (born 1802, ditsl 1880; a Left Hegelian; in 1825- 
.30. in prison; after 1848. a political exile; after 1866-70, a 
Rismarckian) . to publish a radical magazine abroad. Only one 
issue of this magazine. Deutsch-Pranzosische Jahrbucher, 
appeared, ft was discontinued owing to the difficulty of secret 
distribution in (lermain and to disagreements with Ruge. In 
his arlicle^*iii this magazine Marx already appears as a rwo- 
lutionist: he advocates the “mercile.ss criticism of everything 
existing,” and in particular the “critipism’of arms,” and appeals 
to the masses and to the proletariat. 

’ P Engels, iMdwig Feuerbach, Eng. ed., 194% p. 22. — Ed. 

* l.e , the BihUoyraphy of Marxism, which Lenin appended to the 
original article is omitted in ttiis edition . — Ed 
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In September 1844 Frederick Engels came to Paris for a 
few days, and from that time forth became Marx’s closest 
friend. They both look a most active part in the then seething 
life of the revolutionary groups in Paris (of particular impor- 
tance was Proudhon’s doctrine, which Marx thoroughly de- 
molished in his Poverty of Philosophy, 1847), and, vigorously 
combating the various doctrines of petty-bourgeois Socialism, 
worked out the theory and tactics of revolutionary proletarian 
Socialism, or Communism (Marxism). Sec Marx’s works of this 
period, 1844-48, in the Bibliography. In 1845. on the insistent 
demand of the Prussian government, Marx was banished from 
Paris as a dangerous revolutionist. He removed to Brussels. 
In the spring of 1847 Marx and Engels joined a secret propa- 
ganda society called the Communist League, took a prominent 
part in tlie Second Congress of the League (London, November 
1847), and at its requesl^drew up the famous Communist Maiih 
festo, which appeared in February 1848. With the clarity and 
brilliance of genius, this work outlines the new world-concep- 
tion, consistent materialism, which also embraces the realm of 
social life, dialectics, the most comprehensive and profound 
doctrine of development, the theory of the class struggle and 
of the historic revolutionary role of the proletariat — the creator 
of the new, Communist society. 

When the Revolution of February 1848 broke out, Marx 
was banished from Belgium. He relumed to Paris, whence, 
after the March Revolution, he went to Germany, again to 
(^ologne. There the Neue Rheinische Zeitung appeared from 
.fune 1, 1848, to May 19, 1849; Marx was the chief editor. 
The new theory was brilliantly corroborated by the course 
of the revolutionary events of 1848-49, as it has been since 
corroborated by all proletarian and democratic movements 
of all countries in the world. The victorious counter-revolu- 
tion first instituted court proceedings against Marx (he was 
acquitted on February 9, 1849) and then banished him 
from Germany (May 16, 1849). Marx first went to Paris, was 
again banished after the demonstration of June 13, 1849 
and then went to London, where he lived to the day of 
his death. 

His life as a political exile was a very hard one, as the cor- 


2--660 
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respoiidciice between Marx and Engels (published in 1913)' 
clearly reveals. Murx and his family suffered dire poverty. Had 
it not been for Engels’ constant and self-sacrificing financial 
support, Murx would not only have been unable to bring his 
work on Capital to a conclusion, but would have inevitably 
perished Irom want. Moreover, the prevailing doctrines and 
trends, of petty-bourgeois Socialism, and of non-proletarian 
Socialism in general, forced Marx to carry on a continuous 
and merciless fight and sometimes to repel the most savage 
and monstrous personal attacks (Herr Vogt). Holding aloof 
Irom the circles of political exiles, Marx developed his mate- 
rialist theory in a number of historic works (see Bibliography ) , 
devoting his efl'orts chiefly to the study of political economy. 
Marx revolutionized this science (see below, “The Marxian 
Doctrine’’) in his Contribution to the Critique of Political Econ- 
omy (1859) and Capital (Vol. 1, 1867). 

The period ol revival of the democratic movements at the 
end of the ’fifties and in the ’sixties recalled Marx to practical 
activity. In 1864 (September 28) the International Working- 
men's Association — the famous First International — was found- 
ed in London. Marx was the heart and soul of this organ- 
ization; he was the author of its first Address and of a host of 
resolutions, declarations and manifestoes. By uniting the labour 
movement ol various countries, by striving to direct into the 
channel ol joint aclivilj the various forms of non-proletarian, 
pre-Marxian Socialism (Mazzini, Proudhon, Bakunin, liberal 
liudc unionism in England, Lassallean vacillations to the Right 
in Germany, etc.), and by combating the thcoiies of all thc.se 
sects and schools, Marx hammered out a uniform tactic for the 
proletarian struggle of the working class in the various coun- 
tries. After the tall of the Paris Commune (1871) — of which 
Marx gave such a profound, clear-cut, brilliant, effective and 
revolutionary analysis (The Civil War in France, 1871), and 
after the International was split by the Bakunists, the exist- 
ence of that organization 'in Europe became impossible. After 
the Hague Congress of the International (1872) Marx had the 
General Council ot the International transferred to New Ifork. 

* llcrcailcr referred to as Ihe Unclivvilin’l (Correspondence ). — Ed 
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l*he First International had accomplished ds hislorical role, 
and it made way lor a period ol iiiuneasurably larger growth 
of the labour movement in all the countries ol the world, a 
period, in lact, when the movement grew in breadth and when 
mass Socialist labour parlies in individual national slates were 
created. 

Ills strenuous work in the International and his still more 
strenuous theoretical occupations completely undermined 
Marx's health. lie continued his work on the reshaping of 
political e<‘oiiomy and the complelion ol Capital, lor which he 
collected a mass ol new malerial and studied a number of 
languages (Russian, for instance); hut ilhheallh prevented him 
lioiu tlnl^hlng Capital, 

On beceuiber 2, 1881, his wife died On March 14, 1883, 
Marx peace! ully passtd away in Ins armchair lie lies buried 
with Ills wile and llek'iie Demulh, their devoted servant, who 
was almost a membei ot the lamily, in the Highgale Cemetery, 
London. 


THE MARXIAN DOCTRINE 

Marxism is the system ot the view's and teachings of Marx. 
Marx was the genius who continued and comiileted the three 
mam ideological currents ol the nineteenth century, belonging 
to the three most advanced countries ol mankind: classical 
German philosophy, classical English political eionomy, and 
French Sotialism logetlier with French revolutionary doctrines 
in general. The remarkable consistency and integrity of Marx’s 
views, acknowledged even by his opponents, views which in 
their lolalilv coiislilute modern materialism and modern sci- 
entilic .Socialism, as the theory and program of the labour 
movement in all the civili/ed countries ot the world, oblige us 
to present a bnel outline ot his world-conception in general 
helore proceeding to the exposition ot the pnnciiial content of 
Marxism, namely, Marx's economic doctrine. 
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PHILOSOPHICAL MATERIALISM 

Frooi 1844-45 on, when his views took shape, Marx was a 
materialist, in particular, a follower of I^udwig Fcuetbach, 
whose weak sides he even later considered to consist exclusively 
in the fact that his materialism was not consistent and com- 
prencnsivu enough. Marx regarded the historic and “epoch- 
making importance of Feuerbach to be that he had resolutely 
broken away from Hegelian idealism and had proclaimed 
materialism, which already “in the eighteenth century, espe- 
cially in Fiance, had been a struggle not only against the ex- 
isting political institutions and against . . . religion and theol- 
ogy, but also . . . against all metaphysics” (in the sense of 
“intOMcated speculation” as distinct from “sober philosophy”). 
(The Holy Family, in the Literarischer Nacbla^.) “To He- 
gel . . wrote Marx, “the process of thinking, which, under 
the name of ‘the Idea,’ he even transforms into an independent 
subject, is the demiurgos [creator] of the real world. . . , 
With me, on the contrary, the ideal is nothing else than 
the material world reflected by the human mind, and trans- 
lated into forms of thought.” (Capital, Vol. I, p. XXX; Author’s 
Prclace to the Second Edition ) In full conformity with this 
mateiialist philosophy of Marx’s, and expounding it, Frederick 
Engels wrote in Anti-Duhring (which Marx read in manu- 
script): “The unity of the world does not consist in its 
being . . . Tlie real unity of the world consists in its material- 
ity, and this is proved ... by a long and tedious development 
of philosophy and natural science. . . '"Motion is the mode of 
existence of matter. Never anywhere has there been matter 
without motion,” ‘‘uiolion without maitcr,” “nor can there 
lie....”® “If the ... question is raised: what then are, thought 
and consciousness, and whence they come, it becomes apparent 
that they are pioducts of the human brain and that man him- 
self is a product of nature, which has been developed in and 
along with its environment; whence it is self-evident that the 


* Hen Eugen DQhring’s Uevotalion in Science ( Anti-Duhring ), Eng, ed., 
19.34, p .34 —Ed 

> Ib.d.jt 71 Ed 
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products of the human brain, being in the last analysis also 
products of naliire, do not contradict Ihe rest of nature but are 
in correspondence with it.”‘ “Hegel was an idealist, that is to 
say, the thoughts within his mind were to him not the more or 
less abstract images [Abbilder, reflections; Engels sometimes 
speaks of “imprinis’*] of real things and processes, but, on the 
contrary, things and their development were to him only the 
images made real of the ‘Idea’ existing somewhere or olher 
already before the world existed. In his Ludwig Feuerbach — 
in which he expounds his and Marx's views on Feuerbach’s 
philosophy, and which he sent to the press after re-readings 
an old 'manuscript written by Marx and himself in 1844-45 on 
Hegel, Feuerhach and the materialist conception of history — 
Frederick Engels writes: “The great basic question of all phi- 
losophy. e.speoiallv of modern philosophy, is that concerning 
the relation of thinking and being,. . . of spirit to nature. . . . 
Which is primary, spirit or nature?. . . The answers which the 
philosophers gave to this question split them into two great 
camps. Those who asserted the primacy of spirit to nature and, 
therefore, in the last instance, assumed world creation in some 
form or other . . . comprised the camp of idealism. The others, 
who regarded nature as primary, belong to the various schools 
of materialism.’'* Any other u.se of the concepts of (philosoph- 
ical) idealism and materialism leads only to confusion. Marx 
decidedly rejected not only idealism, ahvays connected in one 
way or another with religion, but also the views, especially 
widespread in our day, of Hume and Kant, agnosticism, criti- 
ci.sm, positivism in their various forms, regarding such a phi- 
lo-sophy as a “reactionary” concession to idealism and at be^t 
a “.shamefaced way of surreptitiously accepting materialism, 
while denying it before the w'orld.’'* On this question see, in 
addition lo the above-mentioned works of Engels end Marx, a 
letter of Marx to Engels dale<l December 12, 1868, in svhich 
Marx, referring to an utterance of the svell-known naturalist 
Thomas Huxley that was “more materialistic'' than usual, and 


* Ibid., pp. 44-45. — Ed. 
a Ibid , p. 3t —Ed. 

* F. Engels, httdwig Feuerbach, Eng. i'4.. 1940, pp. 24-26. — Ed. 

* Ibid., p. 28.— Ed. 
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to his recognition that ‘’as long as we actually observe and 
think, we cannot possibly get away from materialism,” at the 
same lime Reproaches him for leaving a “loophole” for agnos- 
ticism, for Humeism. It is especially important to note Marx’s 
view on the relation l)etwpcn freedom and necessity: “ ‘Necessity 
is blind only in so far as it is not understood.’ ” “Freedom is 
the appreciation of necessity (Engels, Anti-Duhring.y This 
means the recognition of objective law in nature and of the 
dialectical transformation of necessity into freedom (in the 
same manner as the transformation of the unknown, hut 
know able, “Ihing-in-itself'’ into the “thing-for-us,” of the “es- 
sence of things” into “phenomena”). Maix and Engels con- 
sidered the fundamental limitations of the “old” mateiialism, 
including the materialism of Feuerbach (and still more of the 
“vulgar” materialism ot niichner, Vogt and Moleschott), to be; 
(1) that this materialism was ‘’predominantly mechanical,” 
failing to take account of the latest developments of chemistry 
and biology (in our day it would he necessary to add: and ot 
the electrical Iheory of matter); (2) that the old materialism 
was non-historical, non-dialectical (melaph).sical, in the sense 
of anti-dialectical), and did not adhere consistently and com- 
preheusivelv to the standpoint ol development; (3) that it re- 
garded the “human essence” abstractly and not as the “en- 
semble” of (concretely defined histoiical) “social relations,” 
and therefore only “intei preted” the world, whereas the point 
is to “change” it; that is to .say, it did not understand the im- 
portance of “revolutionary piactical activity.” 

DIALECTICS 

Hegelian dialectics, as the most compreihensive, the most 
rich in content, and the most profound doctrine of develop- 
ment, was regarded by Marx and Engels as the greatest achieve- 
ment of classical German philosophy. They considered every 
other formulation of the princiide of development, of evolu- 
tion, one-sided and poor in content, and distorting and mutilat- 
ing the real course of development (otten proceeding by 

» Op cit . p 130.— Ed 
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leaps, catastrophes and revolutions) in nature and in society. 
“Marx and I were prelty well the only people to rescue 
conscious dialectics [from the destruction of idealism, includ- 
ing Hegelianism] and apply it in the materialist conception 
of nature . . . } Nature is the test of dialectics, and it 
must be said for nuxlern natural science that it has furnished 
extremely rich [this was writlen before the discovery of ra- 
dium, electrons, the transmutation of elements, elc.!] and daily 
increasing nuaterials for this test, and has thus proved that 
in the la.sl analysis nature’s process is dialcclical and not 
metaphysical.”® 

“The great basic thought,” Engels writes, “that the world 
is not to be comprehended as a complex of ready-made things, 
hut as a complex of processes^ in which th^ things apparently 
.stable no less than their mind-images in our hcfids, the con- 
cepts, go through ap uninterrupted change of coming into 
being and pa.ssing away . . . — ^this great fundamental tliought 
has, especially since the lime of Hegel, so thoroughly perme- 
ated ordinary consciousness that in this generality it is now 
scarcely ever contradicted. But to acknowledge this fundamcn- 
lal thought in word.s and to apply it in reality in detail to each 
domain of investigation are two different things.”* “For it 
[di declical philosophy] nothing Is final, absolute, sacred. It 
reveals the transitory character of everything and in every- 
thing; nothing can endure before it except the uninterrupted 
proces-. of becoming and of passing away, of endless ascend- 
ancy from the lower to the higher. And dialectical philosophy 
itself is nothing more than the mere reflection of this proce.ss 
in the thinking brain.”* Thus, according to Marx, dialectics is 
“the science of the general laws of motion — both of the ex- 
ternal world and of human thought. . . 

This, the revolutionary, side of Hegel’s philosophy was 
adopted and developed by Marx. Dialectical materialism “no 
longer needs any philosophy standing aliove the other sci- 


• AnthDuhring, p. to— Ed. 

* Ibid., p. 29— Ed. 

* F. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach. Ens. ed.. 1946, p. 52. — Ed 

♦ Ibid., p. 15.-Ed. 

■' Ibid., p r>l.--Ed. 
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ences.”‘ Of former philosophy there remains “the science of 
thouf^ht and its laws — formal logic and dialectics ”* And 
dialectics, as understood by Marx, and in conformity with 
Hegel, includes what is now called the theory of knowledge, 
or epistemology, which, loo, must regard its subject matter 
historically, studying and generalizing the origin and develop- 
ment of knowledge, the transition from non-knowledge to 
knowledge. 

Nowadays, the idea of development, of evolution, has pene- 
trated the social consciousness almost in its entirety, but by 
dilTerent ways, not by way of the Ijegclian philosophy But 
as formulated by Marx and Engels on the basis of llegel, this 
idea is far more comprehensive far richer in content than the 
current idea of evolution A development that seemingly repeats 
the stages already passed, but repeats them otherwise, on a 
higher basis (“negation of negation”), a development, so to 
speak, in spir.^ls, not in a straight line; — a development by 
leaps, catastrophes, revolutions; — “breaks in continuity’*: — the 
transformation of quantity into quality; — the inner impulses to 
devdopment, imparted hy the contradiction and conflict of the 
various forces and tendencies acting on a given body, or within 
a given phenomenon, or within a given society; — the inter- 
dependence and the closest, indissoluble connection of all 
sides of every phenomenon (while history constantly disclose* 
ever new sides), a connection that provides a uniform, law- 
governed, universal process of motion — such arc some of the 
features of dialectics as a rit her (tlian the ordinary) doctrine of 
development (See Marx’s letter to Engels of .January 8, 1868, 
in which he ridicules Stein’s “wooden trichotomies,” which it 
would be absurd to confuse with materialist dialectics.) 

THE MATERIALIST CONCEPTION OF HISTORY 

Having realized the inconsistency, incompleteness, and one- 
sidedness of the old materialism, Marx became convinced of 
the necessity of “bringing the science of society . . into har- 

* Anil Duhnnq r ^2- Ed 

* Ibid.^Ed. 
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mony with the materialist foundation, and of reconstructing it 
thereupon.”^ Since materialism in general explains conscious- 
ness as the outcome of being, and not conversely, material- 
ism as applied to the social life of mankind has to explain 
social consciousness as the outcome of social being. “Tech- 
nology,*’ writes Marx {Capital, Vol 1), “discloses man’s mode of 
dealing with nature, the process of production by which he 
sustains his life, and thereby also lays bare the mode of forma- 
tion of his social relations, and of the mental conceptions that 
flow from them.’’* In the preface to his Contribution to the 
Critique of Political Economy, Marx gives an integral formula- 
tion of the fundamental principles of materialism as extended 
to human society and its history, in the following words: 

“In the social production of their life, men enter into definite 
relations tbst are indispensable and independent of their will; these re- 
lations of production corhespond to a definite stage of development of 
fheir material forces of production. The sum total of these relations of 
production constitutes the economic structure of sociely—lhe real founda- 
tion, on which rises a legal and political superstructure and to which 
corrispond definite forms of social consciousness The mode of produc- 
tion of material life determines the social, political and intellectual life 
process in gi*neral. It is not the consciousness of men that determines 
their being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their 
consciousness At a certain stage of their development, the material pro- 
duclise forces in society come in conflict with the existing relations of 
production, or — what is but a legal expression for the same thing — with 
the propehy relations within which they have been at w’ork before. From 
forms of development of the productive forces these relations turn into 
their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution. With the change 
of the economic foundation the entire immense superstructure is more or 
less rapidly transformed. In considering such transformations a distinction 
should always be made between the material transformation of the economic 
conditions of produdion, which can be determined with the precision of 
natural science, and the legal, political, religious, .aesthetic or pliilosojihic — in 
short, ideological forms in which men become conscious of this conllict and 
fight it out. .lust as our opinion of an indisidiial is not based on what he thinks 
of himself, so can we not judge of such a period of transformation by 
its own consciousness; on the contrary this consciousness must be ex- 
plained rather from the contradictions of material life, from the existing 
confiict between the social productive forces and the relations of 


^ F Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach^ Eng. ed , 1946 p. 34. — Ed. 
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production. ... In broad outlines we can designate tiie Asiatic, the ancient, 
the feudal, and the modern bourgeois modes of production as so many 
progressive epochs in the economic formation of society.”! (.Sec Marx’s 
brief formulation in a letter to Engels dated July 7, 1866: ‘‘Our' theory 
that the organization of labour is determined by the means of production.”) 

The discovery of the materialist conception of history, or 
rather, the consistent continuation, extension of materialism to 
the domain of social phenomena, removed two of the chief de- 
fects of earlier historical theories. In the first place, they at 
best examined only the ideological motives of the historical 
activity of human beings, without investigating what produced 
these motives, without gra.sping the objective laws governing 
the development of the system of social relations, and without 
discerning the roots of these relations in the degree of devel- 
opment of material production; in the second place it was 
precisely the activities of the masses of the population that tlie 
earlier theories did not cover, whereas historical materialism 
made it possible for the first time to study with the accuracy 
of the natural sciences the social conditions of tlie life of the 
masses and the changes in these conditions. Pre-Marxian “so- 
ciology” and historiography at hext provided an accumulation 
of raw facts, collected at random, and a depiction of certain 
sides of the historical process, lly examining the ensemble of 
all the opposing tendencies, by reducing them tt) precisely de- 
finable conditions of life and production of the various classes 
of society, by discarding .subjectivism and arbitrariness in the 
choice of various ‘'leading” ideas or in their inlerpretation, 
and by disclosing that all ideas and all tlie various tendencies, 
without exception, have their roots in the condition of the 
material forces of production, Marxism pointed the way to 
an all-embracing and comprehensive study of the process of 
the genesis, development, and decline of social-economic for- 
mations. People make their own history. But what determines 
the motives of people, of the mass of people, that is; what 
gives rise to the clash of conflicting ideas and strivings; whal 
is the ensemble of all these clashes of the wliolie mass of human 
societies; what are the objective conditions of production of 
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material life that form the basis of all historical activity of 
man; what is the law of development of these conditions — to 
all this Marx drew attention and pointed out the way to a sci- 
entific study of history as a uniform and law-j’overned process 
in all its immense variety and contradictoriness. 


THE CLASS STRUGGLE 

That in any f»iven society the striviiif's ot ‘•ome of its mem- 
bers conflict with the strivings of others, that social life is full 
of contradictions, that history discloses a stiuggle williin na- 
tions and societies as well as between nations and societies, and, 
in addition, an alternation of periods of rtvoliilion and reac- 
tion, p(‘ace and war, stagnation and rapid progress or decline — 
are facts that are geneiully known. Marxism provided the clue 
svihich enables us to discover the laws governing this seeming 
labyrinth and chaos, namely, the theory of the class struggle. 
Only a study of the ensemble of strivings of all Ihe members 
of a given society or group of societies can lead to a scientific 
definition of the result of these strivings. And the source of 
the conflict of .strivings lies in the dilTereiiccs in the position 
and mode of life of the classes into which e.ach society is di- 
vided. “The history of all hitherto existing society is the history 
of class struggles,” wrote Marx in the Communist Manifesto 
(except the history of Ihe primitive community— -Engels add- 
ed). “Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and 
serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word, opiircssor and 
<)ppressed, stood in constant oppo.sition to one another, carried 
on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now oppen fight, a fight that 
each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of so- 
ciety at large, or in the common ruin of the contending class- 
es. .. . The modern boiurgeois society that has spiouled from 
the ruins of feudal society has not done away with class an- 
tagonisms. It has but established new classes, new conditions 
of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones. 
Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, 
this distinctive feature; It has simplified the class antagonisms. 
Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two 



groat hostile camps, into two groat classes directly facing each 
other — bourgeoisie and proletariat.” Ever since the Great 
French Revolution, European history has very clearly revealed 
in a number of countries this real undersurface of events, the 
struggle of classes And the Restoration period in France al- 
ready produced a number of historians (Thierry, Guizot. Mignet, 
Thiers) who, generali/ing from events, could not but recog- 
nize that the class struggle was the key to all French history 
And the modern era— the era of the complete victory of the 
bourgeoisie, representative in*-Htubons, wide (if not universal) 
sulTrage, a cheap, popular daily press, etc., the era of powerful 
and ever-expanding unions of workers and unions of employ- 
ers, etc. — has revealed even more manifestly (though some- 
times in a very one-sided, “peaceful,” “constitutional” form) 
that the class struggle is the mainspring of events. The follow- 
ing passage' from Marx’s CommnnUt Manifesto will show us 
what Marx lequired ol social science in respect to an objective 
analysis ol llio position ol each class in modern society in con- 
nection witli an anal^^is o{ the ronrlilions of development of 
each class: “Of all the classes that stand face to face with the 
bourgeoisie lo(l«i\, the prolclarat alone is a reallv revolutionary 
class. The other classes decay and finally disappear in the face 
of modern induslry; the prolelarial is its special and essenlial 
jirodiict The lower middle class: the small manufacturer, the 
,shopkee| er, the artisan, Ih^ peasant- all tliese light againsi the 
bourgeoisie, to save trom exlinelioii their existence as fractions 
of the middle class. They are Iherelore not revolulionary, hut 
conservative. \tiv more, they are reactionary, for Hiey try to 
roll hack the wheel of history. If hv chance they are revolu- 
tionar\, they are so onlv^ in view ol Iheir impending transfer 
into the proletaiiat; they thus defend not their present, but 
their future interests, they desert Iheir own standpoint to 
place themselves at that of the pioletariat.” In a niimher of his- 
toric works (see Bibliograpluj) , Marx has given us brilliant and 
profound examples ot maferialist historiography, of an anal- 
ysis ol I lie position of each individual class, and sometimes of 
various groups or strata within a class, showing plainly why 
and how “every clas^ struggle is a political struggle.” The above- 
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quoted passage is an illustration of what a complex network 
of social relations and transitional stages between one class and 
another, from the past to the future, Marx analyses in order 
to determine the resultant of historical development. 

The most profound, comprehensive and dcladed confirma* 
tion and application of Marx’s theory is his economic doctrine. 


MARX’S ECONOMIC DOCTRINE 

‘Tt is the ultimate aim of this work to lay h.tre the economic 
law of motion of modern society"’ (that is to say, capitalist, 
bourgeois society), says Marx in the preface to Capital. The in- 
vestigation of the relations of production in a given, historically 
defined society, in their genesis, development, and decline — 
such is the content of' Marx’s economic doctrine. In capitalist 
society it is the production of commodities thal dominates, and 
Marx’s analysis therefore begins with an analysis of the com- 
modity. 


V.VLUE 

A commodity is, in the first place, a thing lliat satisfies a 
human want; in the second place, it is a thing that can be 
exchanged for another thing The utility of a thing makes it a 
use-value. Exchange-value (or simply, value) presents itself 
first of all as a relation, as the proportion in which a certain 
number of use-values of one sort are exchanged lor a certain 
number of use-values ot another sort Daily experience shows 
us that millions upon millions of such exchanges are constantly 
equating one with another every kind of use-value, even the 
most diverse and incomparable. Now, what is there in common 
between these various things, things constantly equaled one 
with another in a definite system ol social relations? What is 
common to them is that they are products of labour. In ex- 
changing products people equate to one another the most di- 
verse kinds of labour. The production of commodities is a 
system of social relations in which the single producers create 
diverse products (the social division of labour), and in which 
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all these products are equated to one another in exchange. 
Consequently, what is common to all commodities is not the 
concrete labour of a deiinite branch of production, not labour 
of one particular kind, but abstract human labour — human 
labour in general. All the labour power ot a given society, as 
represented in the sum total of values ot all commodities, is 
one and the same human labour power; millions and millions 
ot acts ot excliange prove this. And, consequently, each par- 
ticular commodity represents only a certain share of the so- 
cialltf necessary labour time. The magnitude ot value is de- 
termined by the amount of socially necessary labour, or by the 
laboui time lliat is socially necessary lor the production ot the 
gi\cn commodit}, ot the given use-value. “. . Whenevci, by an 
exchange, we equate as values our diilerenl products, by that 
ver> act, we also equate, as human laboui, tlie dilferent kinds 
of labour expended upon them. We are not aw^are of this, nev- 
ertheless we do As one ol the earlier economists said, 
value IS a relation between two persons, only he ought to have 
added- a relation screened bv a material integument. We can 
understand what value is only when we consider it troin 

the slandfinint of the system ot social relations of pioduction 
of one particular historical formation of society, relations, 
moi cover, which mamtesl themselves in the mass phenom- 
enon of exchange, a phenomenon which repeals itself 
millions upon millions of times “As values, all commodiiies 
are only deruule masses ot congealed labour time.”^ Having 
made a detailed analysis of the twofold character of the labour 
incorporated in commodities, Marx goes on to analyse the forms 
of value and money Marx’s main task here is to study the 
OTiyin of the money form of value, to study tiu' historical pro- 
cess of development ol exchange, Irom isolated and casual acts 
of exchange (“elementary or accidental form of value,” in 
which a given quantity of one commodity is exchanged for a 
given quantity of another) to the iiniveisal form of value, in 
which a nuniber of ditTerent commodities arc exchanged for 
one and tlie same particular commodity, and to the money form 
of value, when gold becomes this particular commodity, the 

• Capital, Vol I, p 45 — Ed 

* Ibid, p a— Ed 
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universal equivalent. Being the highest product of the develop- 
ment of exchange and commodity production, money masks 
and conceals the social character of private labour, the social 
lie between the individual producers who are united by the 
market. Marx analyses in great detail the various functions of 
money; and it is essential to note here in particular (as generally 
in the opening ohapter.s of Cnfukil) that the abstract and seem- 
ingly at limes purely deductive mode of exposition in reality 
reproduc('s a gigantic collection of factual material on the 
history ot the development of exchange and commodity pro- 
duction. . . If we consider money, its existence implies a defi- 
nite stage in the exchange of commodities. The particular 
lunclions ot money which it performs, either as the mere equiv- 
alent of commodities, or as ineam ot circulation, or means of 
payment, a.s hoard or as universal money, point, according to 
llie extent and relatiyo preponderance of the one function or 
the otln*!', to very difi'erenl stages in the process of social pro- 
duction.' {('fipilnt, \’ol. 1.)‘ 

SUItl’LUS VALUL 

At a certain stage in the development ot commodity produc- 
lion money becomes transformed into capital The formula of 
commodity circulation was C — M — C (i-ommodily— money — 
commodity), i.e., the sale of one commodity tor the purpose 
of buying another. The general formula of capital, on the 
contrary, is M — C — M (money— commodify— money), ie., pur- 
chase for the purpose of selling (at a profit). The increase over 
the original value of money put into circulation Marx calls 
surplus value. The fact of this “growth” of money in cajiilalist 
circulation is well known. Tt is this "growth” vvhich transforms 
money into capital, as a special, historically defined, social 
relation of production. Surplus value cannot arise out of 
commodity circulation, for the latter knows onl\ the exchange 
of equivalents; it cannot arise out of an addition to price, for 
the mutual losses and gains of buyers and .sellers would equalize 
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one another, whereas what we have here is not an individual 
phenomenon but a mass, average, social phenomenon. In order 
to derive surplus value, the owner of money “must . . . find ... in 
the market a commodity whose use- value possesses the peculiar 
property of being a source of value”* — a commodity whose 
process of consumption is at the same lime a process of creation 
of value. And such a commodity exists. It is human labour 
power. Its consumption is labour, and labour creates value. 
The owner of money buys labour power at its value, which, 
like the value of e\ery other commodity, is determined by the 
socially necessary labour time requisite for its production (i.e., 
the cost of maintaining the worker and bis family). Having 
bought labour power, the owner of money is entitled to use it, 
that is, to set it to work, for the whole day — twelve hours, let 
us suppose. Yet, in the course of six hours (“necessary” labour 
time) the labourer produces product sutlicient to cover the cost 
of his own maintenance; and in the course of the next six hours 
(“surplus” labour time), he produces “surplus” product, or 
surplus value, for which the capitalist docs not pay. In capital, 
therefore, from the standpoint of the process of production, 
two parts must be distinguished: constant capital, expended on 
means of production (machinery, tools, raw materials, etc.), 
the value of which, without any change, is transferred (all at 
once or part by part) to the flnished product; and variable 
capital, expended on labour power. The value of this latter 
capital is not invariable, but grows in the labour process, creat- 
ing surplus value. Therefore, to express the degree of exploita- 
tion of labour power by capital, surplus value must b*‘ compared 
not with the whole capital but only with the variable capital 
Thus in the example given, the rate of surplus value, as Marx 
calls this ratio, will be 6:6, i.e., 100 per cent. 

The historical conditions necessary for the genesis of capital 
were, firstly, the accumulation of a certain sum of money in 
the hands of individuals and a relatively high level of develop- 
ment of commodily production in general, and secondly, the 
existence of a labourer who is “free” in a double sense: free 
from all constraint or restriction on the sale of his labour power. 
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and free from the land and all means of production in gen- 
eral, a Iree and unattached labourer, a “proletarian,” who can- 
not subsist except by the sale of his labour power. 

'I'here are two principal methods by which surplus value 
can be increased: by lengthening the working day (“absolute 
surplus value”), and by shortening the necessary working day 
(“relative surplus value”). Analysing the fust method, Marx 
gives a most impressive picture of the struggle ot Ihe working 
class to shorten the working day and ot governmental inter- 
ference to lengthen the working day (from the fourteenth 
century to the seventeenth century) and to shorten the working 
day (factory legislation of the nineteenth century) Since the 
apjiearance ot Capital^ the history ot the working-class mo\e- 
nicnt in all civilized countries of the world has provided a 
wealth of new tacts amplilying this picture. 

Analysing the production of relative surplus value, Marx 
investigates the three main historical stages by vvhicii capitalism 
has increased the produetivily of labour: (1) simple co-operation; 
(2) division of labour and manulacture: (3) machinery and 
large-scale industry, How' profoundly Marx has here revealed the 
basic and typical features of capitalist developmeni is inciden- 
tally shown by the fact that investigations of what is known as 
the “kuslar” fhomel industry of Rus’sia furnish abundant ma- 
terial illustrating the first two of the mentioned stages. And the 
revolutionizing ell eel of large-scale machine indiislrv, described 
by Marx in 1867, has been revealed in a number of “new” 
counlrics (Russia, «)apan, etc.) in the course of the half-century 
that has since elapsed. 

To continue New and important in the highesi degree is 
Marx’s analysis of the accumulation of capital, i.e,, the trans- 
formation of a part of surplus value into capital, its use, not 
for satisfying the personal needs or whims of the capitalist, 
but for new production. Marx revealed the mistake of all the 
earlier, classical political economists (from Adam Smith on), 
who assumed that the entire surplus value which is transformed 
into capital goes to form variable capital. In actual fact, it is 
divided into means of production and variable capital. Of 
tremendous Importance to the process of development of capi- 
talism and its transformation into Socialism is the more rapid 
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growth of the constant capital share (of the total capital) as 
compared with the variubte capital share. 

The accumulation ot capital, by accelerating the replace- 
ment ot workers by macliinery and creating wealth at one pole 
and poverty at the other, also gives rise to what is called the 
“reserve army of labour,” to the “relative surplus” of workers, 
or “capitalist overpopulation,” which assumes the most diverse 
forms and enables capital to expand production at an extremely 
fast rate. This, in conjunction with credit facilities and the 
accumulation of capital in the means of production, incidentally 
furnishes the clue to the crises of overproduction that occur 
periodically in capitalist countries — at first at an average of 
every ten years, and later at more lengthy and less definite 
intervals. From the accumulation of capital under capitalism 
must be distinguished what is known as primitive accumulation: 
the forcible divorcement of the worker from the means of 
production, tlie driving of the peasants from the land, the steal- 
ing of the commons, tlu* system of colonics and national debts, 
protective taritfs, and the like. “Primitive accumulation” creates 
the “free” proletarian at one pole, and the owner of money, the 
capitalist, at the other. 

The '‘historical tendency of capitalist accumulation" is de- 
scribed by Marx in the following famous words: “The expro- 
priation of the immediate producers was accomplished with 
merciless Vandalism and under the stimulus of passions the 
most infamous, the most sordid, the pettiest, the most meanly 
odious. Self-earned private property [of the peasant and handi- 
craftsman!, that is based, so to say, on the fusing together of 
the isolated, independent labouring-individual with the condi- 
tions of his labour, is supplanted by capitalistic private property, 
which rc.sts on exploitation of the nominally free labour of 
others. . . . That which is now to be expropriated is no longer 
the labourer w'orking for himself, but the capitalist exploiting 
many labourers. This expropriation is accomplished by the 
action of the immanent laws of capitalistic production itself, 
by the centralization of capital. One capitalist always kills 
many. Hand in hand with this centralization, or this expropria- 
tion of many capitalists by few, develop, on an ever-extending 
scale, the co-operative form of the labour process, the conscious 
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technical application ot science, the methodical cultivation 
of the soil, the transformation of the instruments of labour into 
instruments of labour only usable in common, the economizing 
ot all means of production by their use as the means of pro* 
duction of combiued, socialized labour, the entanglement of all 
peoples in the net of the world market, and, with this, the ' 
.international character of the capitalistic rigime. Along with 
the constantly diminishing number of the magnates of capital, 
who usurp and monopolize all advantages of this process of 
transformation, grows the mass of misery, oppression, slavery, 
degradation, exploitation; but with this too grows the revolt 
of the working class, a class always increasing in numbers, 
and disciplined, united, organized by the very mechanism of the 
process oi capitalist production itself. The monopoly of capital 
becomes a fetter upon the mode of production, which has 
sprung up and Qoudshed along with, and under it. Centraliza- 
tion of the means of production and socialization of labour at 
last reach a point where they become incompatible with their 
capitalist intej^ument. This integument is burst asunder. The 
knell of capitalist private property sounds. The expropriators 
are exproi»riated.’’ (Capital, Vol. I.)‘ 

New and important in the highest degree, further, is the 
analysis Marx gives in the second volume of Capital of the 
leproduclion of the aggregate social capital. Here, too, Marx 
deals not with an individual phenomenon but with a mass 
phenomenon; not with a fractional part of the economy of 
society but with this economy as a whole. Correcting the 
mistake of the classical economists mentioned above, Marx 
divides the entire social production into two big sections: 
(I) production of means of production, and (II) production of 
articles of consumption, and exainine.s in detail, with arithmet- 
ical examples, the circulation of the aggregate social capital — 
both in the case of reproduction in its former dimensions and 
in the case of accumulation. The third volume of Capital solves 
the problem of the formation of the average rate of profit on 
the basis of the law of value. The immense advance in economic 
science made by Marx consists in the fact that he conducts his 
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analysis from the slauJpoint ol mass economic phenomena, of 
the social economy as a whole, and not from the standpoint 
ol individual cases or of the external, superlieial aspects of 
competition, to which vulgar political economy and the 
modern “theory of marginal utility” are Irequently limited. 
Marx lirst analy.scs the origin of surplus value, and then goes 
on to consider its division into prolit, interest, and ground rent. 
Prolit IS the ratio between the surplus value and the total capital 
invested in an undertaking. Capital with a “high organic com- 
position" (i.e., with a preponderance ot constant capital over 
variable capital exceeding the social average) fields a lower 
than average rate ol prolit; capital with a “low organic com- 
position” yields a liigher than average rate of prolit The 
competition of capit,iis and the freedom with which they 
Iranslcr from one branch of production to another reduce the 
rate of profit to the average in both cases. The sum total of 
the values of all the commodities of a given society coincides 
willi the sum total of prices of the commodities; but, owing 
to competition, in individual undertakings and branches of 
production commodities arc sold not at their values but at the 
prices of production (or production prices), wdiich are equal 
to the expended capital plus the average profit. 

In this way Itie well-known and indisputable fact of the 
divergence between prices and values and of the equalisation 
of profits is fully explained by Marx on tlie ba.sis of the law 
of value; for llic sum total of values of all commodities coin- 
cides witli the sum total of prices. However, the reduction of 
(social) value to (individual) prices docs not take place simply 
and directly, but in a very complex way. II is quite natural 
that in a society of separate producers of commodities, who 
are united only by the market, law can reveal itself only as 
an average, social, mass law, when individual deviations to one 
side or the other mutually compensate one another. 

An increase in the productivity of labour implies a more 
rapid growth of constant capital as compared with variable 
capital. And since surplus value is a function of variable 
capital alone, it is obvious Itiat the rate of profit (the ratio of 
surplus value to the whole capital, and not to its variable part 
alone) tends to fall. Marx makes a detailed analysis of this 
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tendency and of a number of circumstances that conceal or 
counteract it. Without pausing to give an account of the extreme- 
ly interesting sections of the third volume of Capital devoted 
to usurer’s capital, commercial capital and money capital, we 
pass to the most important section, the theory of ground rent. 
Owing to the fact that the land area is limited and, in capitalist 
countries, is all occupied by individual private owners, the 
‘price of production of agricultural products is determined by 
Ihc cost of production not on average soil, but on the worst soil, 
not under average conditions, but under the worst conditions 
of delivery of produce to the market. The difference between 
this price and the price of production on better soil (or under 
belter conditions) constitutes differential rent. Analysing this 
in detail, and showing how it arises out of the ditVerence in 
fertility of dilTerent plots of land and the dilTerence in the 
amount of capital invested in land, Marx fully exposed (see also 
Theories of Surplus Value, in which the crilicism of Rodbertus 
dc.serves particular attention) the error of Ricardo, who con- 
sidered tliat differential rent is derived only when lliere is a 
succcs.sivc tran.silion from better land to worse. On the contrary, 
there may be Inverse transitions, land may pass from one 
category into others (owing to advances in agricultural tech- 
nique, the growth of towns, and so on), and the notorious “law 
of diminishing returns’’ is a profound error which charges 
nature witli the defects, limitations and contradictions of 
capitalism. Further, flic equalization of profit in all branches 
of industry and national economy in general presupposes 
complete freedom of competition and the free flow of capital 
from one branch to another. But the private ownership of land 
creates monopoly, which hinders this free flow. Owing to this 
monopoly, the products of agriculture, which is distinguished 
by a lower organic composition of capital, and, consequently, 
by an individually higher rate of profit, do not participate in- 
the entirely free process of equalization of the rale of profit: 
the landowner, being a monopolist, can keep the price above 
the average, and this monopoly price engenders absolute rent. 
DilTerential rent cannot be done away with under capitalism, 
but absolute rent can — for instance, by the nationalization of 
the land, by making it the properly of the .state. Making the 
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land the property of the state would put an end to the monopoly 
of private landowners, and would lead to a more systematic 
and complete application of freedom of competition in the 
domain of agriculture. And, therefore, Marx points out, in the 
course of history bourgeois radicals have again and again 
advanced this progressive bourgeois demand for the nationali- 
zation of the land, which, however, frightens away the majority 
of the bourgeoisie, because it too closely “touches” another 
monopoly, which is particularly important and “sensitive” in 
our day — the monopoly of the means ot production in general. 
(Marx gives a remarkably popular, concise, and clear exposition 
of his theory of the average rale of profit on capital and of 
absolute ground rent in a letter to Kngcls, dated August 2, 1862. 
See Briefwechsel, Vol III, pp 77-81; also the letter of August 6, 
1862, Vol. Ill, pp. 86-87.)' For the history of ground rent it 
is also important to note Marx’s analysis showing how labour 
rent (when the peasant creates surplu.s product by labouring 
on the lord’s land) is transformed into rent in produce or in 
kind (when the peasant creates surplus product on his own land 
and cedes it to the lord due to “non-economic constraint”), 
then into money rent (which is rent in kind transformed into 
money, the obrofc* of old Russia, due to the development of 
commodity production), and finally into capitalist rent, when 
the peasant is replaced by agricultural entrepreneur, who culti- 
vates the soil with the help of wage-labour. In connection with 
this analysis of the “genesis of capitalist ground rent,” note 
should be made of a number of subtle ideas (cspc'cially impor- 
tant for backward countries like Russia) expressed by Marx on 
the evolution of capitalism in agriculture “The transformation 
of rent in kind into money rent is not only necessarily accom 
panied, but even anticipated by the formation of a class of 
propertyless day labourers, who hire themselves out for wages. 
During the period of their rise, when this new class appears 
but sporadically, the cn.stom necessarily develops among the 
heller situated tributary farniers of exploiting agricultural 

' The references are to the German edition, Dielzgen, Stuttgart lOt.S. 
(4 Vots.t. See Splected Correspondence, Martin Lawrence t.td , London, 
pp. I29-.1.1, 1.37-38.— Ed 

* Quit -font. — Rd- 
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labourers for their own account, just as the wealthier serfs in 
feudal times used to employ serfs for their own benefit. In this 
way they gradually acquire the ability to accumulate a certain 
amount of wealth and to transform themselves even into future 
capitalists. The old self-employing possessors of the land thus 
give rise among themselves to a nursery tor capitalist tenants, 
whose development is conditioned upon the general develop- 
ment of capitalist production outside of the rural districts.” 
(Capital, Vol III.)' “The expropriation and eviction of a part 
of the agricultural population not only set free for industrial 
capital the labourers, their means of suhsislcncc, and material 
for labour; it also created the home market (Capital, Vol. 1.) 
The impoverishment and ruin of the agricultural population 
lead, in their turn, to the formation of a resiTve army of labour 
for capital In every capitalist country “part of the agricultural 
population is therefore constantly on the point of passing over 
into an urban or manufacturing proletariat . . . (Manufacture 
is used here in the sense of all non-agrieullural industries ) 
This source or lelalive surplus population is thus constanlly 
flowing.... The agricultural labourer is therefore reduced to 
the minimum of wages, and always stands with one foot already 
in the swamp of pauperism ” (Capital, Vol. I )* The private 
ownership of the peasant in the land he tills constitutes the basis 
of small-scale production and the condition for its prospering 
and attaining a classical form But such small-scale production 
is compatible only with a narrow and primitive framework of 
production and society Under capitalism the “exploitation fof 
the peasants] dilTers only in form from the exploitation of the 
industrial proletariat. The exploiter is 'the same: capital. The 
individual capitalists exploit the individual peasants through 
mortgages and using; the capitalist class exploits the peasant 
class through the state taxes” (The Class Struggles in France 
18^8-50 )* “The small holding of the peasant is now only the 
pretext that allows Ihe capitalist to draw profits, interest and 

‘ Capital, Vol. Ill, p. 928.— Ed. 

* Capital, Vot 1, pp 771 12.— Ed. 

' Ibid , pp 657-58 — Ed, 

• See Karl Marx, Selected Works, Vol IT, Eng ed, Moscow 1936, 
p 282.— Ed. 
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rent from the soil, while leaving it to the tiller of the soil himself 
to see how he can extract his wages.”’ As a rule the peasant 
cedes to capitalist society, i.e., to the capitalist class, even a 
part of the wages, sinking "to the level of the Irish feiibnt 
farmer — all under the pretence of being a private proprietor." 
{The Class Struggles in Prance 1848-50.)* What is “one of the 
causes which keeps the price of cereals lower in countries witii 
a predominance of small farmers than in countries with a capi- 
talist mode of production”? {Capital, Vol. Ill )* It is that the 
peasant cedes to society (i.e., to the capitalist class) part of 
his surplus product without an equivalent. “This lower price 
[of cereals and other agricultural produce] is also a result of 
the poverty of the producers and by no means of the productiv- 
ity of their labour.” {Capital, Vol. Ill )* The small-holding 
system, which is the normal form of small-scale production, 
deteriorates, collapses, perishes under capitalism. "Small peas- 
ants’ property excludes by its very nature the development 
of the social powers of production of labour, the social forms 
of labour, the social concentration of capitals, cattle raising 
on a large scale, and a progressive application of science. Usury 
and a system of taxation must impoverish it everywhere. The 
expenditure of capital in the price of the land withdraws this 
capital from cultivation. An infinite dissipation of means of 
production and an isolation of the producers themselves go 
with it. [Co operative societies, i.e., associations of small peas- 
ants, while playing an extremely progressive bourgeois role, 
only weaken this tendency without eliminating it; nor must it 
be forgotten that these co-operative societies do much for the 
well-to-do peasants, and very little, almost nothing, for the 
mass of poor peasants; and then the associations themselves 
become exploiters of wage-labour.] Also an enormous waste 
of human energy. A progressive deterioration of the conditions 
of production and a raising of the price of means of production 
is a necessary law of small pea.sanls’ property,”® In agriculture 

^ See Karl Marx, The Eiffhternlh Brunmire of Louis Bonaparte, in 
Selected Works, ibid,, pp. 418 19.— 

^ See Karl Marx, SeJvited Works, ihut , j). 282.— Ef/. 

3 Capital, Vol. in. D. 937 -Eff 

4 Ibid, — Ed. 

5 Ibid, pp. 938-39.— Ec/. 
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as in industry, capitalism transforms the process of production 
only at the price of the “martyrdom of the producers.” “The 

E ersion of the rural labourers over larger areas breaks their 
er of resistance while concentration increases that of the 
n operatives. In modern agriculture, as in Jhe urban in- 
dustries, the increased productiveness and quantity of the labour 
set iu motion are bought at the cost of laying waste and con- 
suming by disease labour power itself. Moreover, all progress 
in capitalistic agriculture is a progress in the art, not only of 
robbing the labourer, but of robbing the soil. . . . Capitalist 
production, therefore, develops teclinology, and the combining 
together of various processes into a social whole, only by sap- 
ping the original sources of all wealth — the soil and the labour- 
er.” (Cnpital, Vol. I.)' 


SOCIALISM 

From the foregoing it is evident that Marx deduces the in- 
evitability of the transformation of capitalist society into So- 
cialist society wliolly and exclusively from the economic law 
of motion of contemporary socieiy. The sociali/ation ot labour, 
which is advancing ever more rapidly iu tliousands of forms, 
and which has manifested itself very strikingly during the 
half-century that has elapsed since the death of Marx in the 
growth of large-scale production, capitalist cartels, syndicates 
and trusts, as well us in the gigantic increase in the dimeasions 
and power of linauce capital, forms the chief material founda- 
tion for the inevitable coming of Socialism. The inlcllectual and 
moral driving force and the physical execulant of this translor- 
mation is the proletariat, which is trained by capitalism itself. 
The struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, which 
manifests itself in various and, as to its content, inerca-singly 
richer forms, inevitably becomes a political struggle aiming at 
the conquest of political power by the proletariat (“the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat”). The socialization of production is 
bound to lead to the conversion of the means of production 
into I he property of society, to the “expropriation of the expro- 


Capital, Vdl I, pp. 514*15.— £cf. 
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priators.” This conversion will directly result in an immense in- 
crease in productivity of labour, a reduction of working hours, 
and the replacement of the remnants, the ruins of small-sc^, 
primitive, disunited production by collective and improvQ 
labour. Capitalism finally snaps the bond between agricultwe 
and industry; but at the same time, in its highest development 
it prepares new elements of this bond, of a union between 
industry and agriculture based on the conscious application of 
science and the combination of collective labour, and on a 
redistribution of the human population (putting an end at one 
and the same time to the rural remoteness, isolation and barbar- 
ism, and to the unnatural concentration of vast masses of'pcople 
in big cities) A new form of family, new conditions in the sta- 
tus of women and in the upbringing of the younger generation 
are being prepared by the highest forms of modern capitalism: 
female and child labour and the break-up of the patriarchal 
family by capitalism inevitably assume the most terrible, dis- 
astrous, and repulsive forms in modern society Nevertheless 
. . modern Industry, by assigning as it does an important part 
in the process of production, outside tlie domestic sphere, to 
women, to young persons, and to children of both sexes, creates 
a new economical foundation for a higher form of the family 
and of the relations between the sexes. It is, of course, just as 
absurd to hold the Teutonic-Christian form of the family to 
l>e absolute and final as it would be to apply that character to 
the ancient Roman, the ancient Greek, or the Eastern forms 
which, moreover, taken together form a series in historic devel- 
opment. Moreover, it is obvious that the fact of the collective 
working group being composed of individuals of both sexes 
and all ages, must necessarily, under suitable conditions become 
a source of humane development: although in its spontaneously 
developed, brutal, capitalistic form, where the labourer exists 
for the process of production, and not the process of production 
for the labourer, that fact is a pestiferous source of corruption 
and slavery.” {Capital, Vol. I)‘ In the factory system Is to be 
found “the germ of the education of the future, an education 
that will, in the case of every child over a given age. combine 

' Ibid, p 496 -firf 
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productive labour with instruction and gymnastics, not only 
as one of the methods of adding to the efficiency of production, 
but as the only method of producing fully developed human 
bews/'(/&/d.)’ Marxian Socialism puls the question of nation- 
ality and of the state on the same historical footing, not only 
in sense of explaining the past but also in the sense of a 
fearless forecast of the future and of bold practical action for 
its achievement. Nations arc an inevitable product, an inevitable 
form in the bourgeois epoch ot social development The work- 
ing class could not grow strong, could not become mature and 
formed without “constituting itself within the nation,” without 
being “national” (“though not in the bourgeois sense of the 
word ’) But the development of capitalism more and more 
breaks down national barriers, destroys national seclusion, 
substitutes class antagonisms for national antagonisms. It is, 
therefore, perfectly true that in the developed capitalist coun- 
tries “the workingmen have no country” and that “united 
action” of the workers, of the civilized countries at least, “is 
one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the prole- 
tariat” (Communist Manifesto), The state, which is organized 
violence, inevitably came into being at a definite stage in the 
flevelopnient of society, when society had’ split into irreconcil- 
able classes, and when it could not exist without an “author- 
ity” ostensihlv standing al)0\e society and to a certain degree 
separate from society. Arising out of class contradictions, the 
slate becomes “the state of the most powerful class, the class 
which rules in economics and with its aid becomes also the 
class which rules in politics, and thus acquires new means of 
holding down and exidoiting the oppressed class. Thus, the 
state of antiquity was primarily the slate of the slaveowners 
for the purpose of holding down the slaves, as the feudal stale 
was I he organ of the nobility for holding down the peasant 
serfs and bondsmen, and the modern representative stale is 
a tool for the exptoitalion of wage-labour by capital.” (Kngels, 
The Origin of the Family^ Private Property and the Stale, a 
work in which the writer expounds his own and Marx’s 
view’s.)^ Even Ihe freest and most progres’^ivc form of the 

> Ibiti, p 489~/iV 

* Op. at., Moscow 1940, p. 141. tifi 
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bourgeois state, the democratic republic, in no way removes 
this fact, but merely changes its form (connection between the 
government and Ihe stock exchange, corruption — direct ^nd 
indirect — of the officialdom and the press, etc). Sucialisnjpby 
leading to the abolition of classes, will thereby lead to the 
abolition of the state. “The first act,” writes Engels in 4^t(- 
Duhring, “in which the state really comes forward as the rep- 
resc-ntalivc of society as a whole — the taking possession of the 
means of production in the name of society — is at the same 
time its last independent act as a state. The interference of the 
state power in social relations becomes superlluous in one sphere 
after another, and then ceases of itself. The government of 
persons is replaced by the administration of things and the 
direction of the proce.ss of production. The slate is not ‘abol- 
ished,’ it withers away."* “The society that will reorganize pro- 
duction on the basis of the free and equal association of tlie 
producers will put the machinery of stale where it will then 
belong: into the museum of antiquities by the side of Itic 
spinning wheel and the bronze axe.” (Engels, The Origin of 
the Family, Private Property and the State.f 

Finally, as regards the attitude of Marxian Socialism 
towards the small peasantry, which will continue to exist in 
the period of the expropriation of Ihe expropriators, we must 
refer to a declaration made by Engels which expresses Marx’s 
views. ‘“When we are in possession of the state power, we shall 
not even think of forcibly expropriating the small peasants 
(with or without compensation), as we shall have to do in 
relation to the large landowners. Our task as regards the small 
peasants will first of all be to lead their private enterprises and 
private property into co-operative lines, not forcibly, but by 
example and by granting public aid for this purpose. And then, 
of course, we shall have ample means of sliowing the small 
peasant advantages which even now should become obvious 
to him.” (Engels, “The Peasant Question in France and Ger- 
many.” Original in the Neue Zeit.) 


• AnH-Duhring, p. 315. — Ed. 

* Op. cit., p. 143.- Erf. 
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TACTICS OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE OF THE 
PROLETARIAT 

Having as early as 1844-45* examined one of the chief 
defects of the earlier materialism, namely, its inability to under- 
slaiDd the conditions and appreciate the importance of practical 
revolutionary activity, Marx, along with his theoretical work, 
all his lile devoted unrelaxed attention to the tactical problems 
ot the class struggle ot the proletariat. An immense amount 
oi material bearing on this is contained in all the works of 
Marx and particularly in the four volumes of his correspond- 
ence with Engels published in 1913. This material is still far 
from having been assembled, collated, 'studied and examined. 
We shall thereloic have to coniine ourselves here to the most 
general and briefest remarks, emphasizing that Marx justly 
considered that without Hits side to it materialism was irre- 
solute, one-sided, and iilcless. Marx defined the lundamental 
task of proletarian tactics in strict conformity wiili all the 
postulates of his materialist-dialectical conception. Only an 
objective consideration of the sum total of reciprocal relations 
of all the classes of a given society without exception, and. 
conseiiueutly, a consideration ot the objective stage of develop- 
ment ot that society and oi the reciprocal relations between it 
and other societies, can serve as a basis tor the correct tactics 
of the advanced class. At the same time, all classes and all 
countries arc not regarded statically, but dynamically, i.c., no! 
in a state of immohitity, but in motion (the laws of which are 
determined by the economic conditions of existence of each 
class). Motion, in its turn, is regarded not only from the stand- 
point of the past, but also from the standpoint of the future, 
and, at the same time, not in accordance with the vulgar 
conception of the “evolutionists,” who see only slow changes, 
but dialectically: in historical developments of such magnitude 
twenty years are no more than a day, Marx wrote to Engels, 
“although later there may come days in which twenty years 
are concentrated.” (Briefwechsel, Vol. III.*) At each stage of 

* Lenin is referring to Marx's and Engels’ The Ilolg Family and 
German Ideology and to Marx's Theses on Feuerbach - Cd. 

^ The references are to the German edition of 1913. bee p. 38, note 1 
of tliis volume. — Ed. 



development, at each moment, proletarian tactics must take 
account of this objectively inevitable dialectics of • human 
history, on the one hand utilizing the periods of political stag- 
nation or of sluggish, so-called “peaceful,” development in order 
to develop the class consciousness, strength and lighting capac- 
ity of the advanced class, and, on the other hand, conducting 
all this work of utilization towards the “linal aim” of the 
movement of the advanced class and towards the creation in 
it of the faculty for practically performing great tasks in the 
great days in which “twenty years are concentrated.” Two ot 
Marx’s arguments are of special importance in this connection: 
one of these is contained in The Poverty of Philosophy and 
concerns the economic struggle and economic organizations oi 
the proletariat; the other is contained in the Communist Mani- 
festo and concerns the political tasks of the proletariat. The 
first argument runs as follows: “Large-scale industry concen- 
trates in one place a crowd of people unknown to one another. 
Competition divides their interests. But the maintenance of 
wages, this common interest which they have against tlieir boss, 
unites them in a common thought of resistance — combina- 
tion. . . . Combinations, at first isolated, constitute themselves 
into groups . . . and in face of always united capital, the mainte- 
nance of the association becomes more necessary to them [i.e., 
the workers] than that of wages. ... In this struggle — a veri- 
table civil war — are united and developed all the elements 
necessary for a coming battle. Once it has reached this point, 
association lakes on a political character.’” Here we have the 
program and tactics of the economic struggle and of the trade 
union movement for several decades to come, for the whole 
long period in which the proletariat will muster its forces for 
the “coming battle.” Side by side with this must be placed 
numerous references by Marx and Engels to the example of 
the British labour movement: how industrial “prosperity” leads 
to attempts “to buy the workers” {Briefwechsel, V’ol. I, p. 136), 
to divert them from the struggle; how this prosperity generally 
“demoralizes the workers” (Vol. II, p. 218); how the British 
proletariat becomes “bourgeoisified” — “this most bourgeois of 

‘ Karl Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, Eng. ed., 1935, p. 145. — Ed. 
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ail nalions” (the Brilish) ‘'seems to want in the end to have a 
bourgeois arisiurrucy and u bourgeois proletariat side by side 
with the bourgeoisie” (Vol. 11, p. 290) ; how its “revolutionary 
energy” “oozes away” (Vol. Ill, p. 124), how it will be necessary 
to wait a more or less long time “before the British workers 
rid themselves ot their apparent bourgeois corruption” (Vol. Ill, 
p. 127) ; how the British labour movement lacks “the mettle of 
the Chartists” (1806; Vol 111, p. 305); how the British workers’ 
leaders are becoming a type midway between “a radical 
bourgeois and a worker” (in reference to Holyoake, Vol. IV, 
p. 209); how, owing to British monopoly, and as long as thi<> 
monopoly lasts, “the Brilish workingman will not budge” (Vol. 
IV, p. 433). The tactics of the economic struggle, in connection 
with the general course (and outcome) of the labour movement, 
are here considered from a remarkably broad, comprehensive, 
dialectical, and genuinely revolutionary standpoint. 

The Commnmit Manifesto sets forth the fundamental Marx- 
ian principle on the tactics of the political struggle: “The Com- 
munists fight for the attainment of the immediate aims, for 
the vntorcement of the momentary interests of the working 
class; but in the movement ut the present, they also represent 
and take care of the future of that movement.” That was why 
in t848 Marx supported the party of the “agrarian revolution” 
in Poland, “the party which initiated the Cracow insurrection 
in the year 1840.” In Germany in 1848 and 1849 Marx supported 
the extreme revolutionary democracy, and subsequently never 
retracted what he had then said about tactics. He regarded the 
German bourgeoisie as an element which “was inclined from 
the very beginning to betray the people” (only an alliance with 
the peasantry could have brought the bourgeoisie the integral 
fulfilment of its aims) “and to compromise with the crowned 
representatives of the old society.” Here is Marx’s summary 
of the analysis of the class position of the Gorman bourgeoisie 
in the era of the bourgeois-democratic revolution — an analysis 
which, incidentally, is a sample of that materialism which 
examines society in motion, and examines it, at the same time, 
not only from the side of the motion which is directed back- 
wards. . . . “Lacking faith in itself, lacking faith in the people, 
grumbling at those above, trembling before those below ... in- 
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timidaled by the world storm . . . nowhere with energy, every- 
where with plagiarism . . . without initiative ... an execrable old 
man, doomed to guide the first youthful impulses of a robust 

people in his own senile interests {Neue ftheinische Zeitung, 

1848; see Litcrarischer hachlap, Vol III, p. 212.) About twenty 
years later, in a tetter to Engels (Bricfwechsel, Vol. Ill, p. 224) , 
Marx declared that the causd^of the failure of the Revolution 
of 1818 was that the bourgeoisie had preferred peaee with 
slavery to the mere prospect of a light for freedom. When the 
revolutionary era of 1848-49 ended, Marx opposed every attempt 
to play at revolution (the fight he put up against Schapper 
and Willich), and insisted on the ability to work in tlic new 
phase which in a seemingly “peaceful” way was preparing for 
new revolutions. The spirit in which Marx wanted the work 
to be carried on is shown by his estimate of the situation in 
Germany in 1856, Uie blackest period ot reaction: “The whole 
thing in Germany will depend on the possibility to back the 
proletarian revolution by some .second edition of the Peasant 
War.” [Briefivechsel, Vol. 11, p. 108.) As long as the democratic 
(bourgeois) revolution in Germany was not finished, Marx 
wholly concentrated attention in the tactics of the Socialist 
proletariat on developing the democratic energy of the peas- 
antry. lie held that Lassalle’s altitude was “objectively ... a 
betrayal of the whole workers!' movement to Prussia” [Brief- 
wechscl, Vol. Ill, p. 210), because Lassalle, among otlier things, 
connived at the actions of the Junkers and Prussian nationalism. 
“In a predominantly agricultural country,” wrote Engels in 
1865, exchanging ideas with Marx on the subject of an intend- 
ed joint statement by them in the press, . . . “it is dastardly . . . 
in the name of the industrial proletariat to attack the bourgeoi- 
sie exclusively, and never to say a word about the patriarchal 
cudgel exploitation of the rural proletariat by the big feudal 
nobles.” [Briefwechsel, Vol. Ill, p. 217.) From 1864 lo 1870, 
when the era of the completion of the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution in Germany, the era of the efforts of the exploiting 
classes of Prus.sia and Austria to complete this revolution in 
one way or another from above, was coming lo an end, Marx 
not only condemned Lassalle, who was coquetting with Bis- 
marck, but also corrected Liebknecht, who had inclined towards 
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“Austroplulism'’ and the defence of parliculansin Marx de- 
manded revolutionary ladies tvliidi would combat both Bis- 
marck and the Austrophilcs with equal ruthicssness, tactics 
which would not be adapted to the “victor,** the Prussian 
Junker, but which would immediately renew the revolutionary 
struggle against him also on the basis created by the Prussian 
military victories. (Briefwecliscl,4Vo\, III, pp. 134, 136, 147, 
179, 204, 210, 215, 418, 437, 44Q-41.) In the famous Address 
of the International Workingmen's Association of September 9, 
1870, Marx warned the French proletariat against au untimely 
uprising; but when the uprising nevertheless took place (1871), 
Marx enthusiastically hailed the revolutionary initiative of the 
masses, who were “storming heaven” (letter of Marx to Kugel- 
mann).‘ The defeat of the revolutionary action in this situation, 
as in many others, was, from the standpoint of Marxian dialec- 
tical materialism, a lesser evil in the general course and outcome 
of the proletarian struggle than the abandonment ol a position 
already occupied, than a surrender without baltle. Such a 
surrender would have demoralized the proletariat and under- 
mined its fighling capacity. Fully appreciating the use of legal 
means of struggle during periods when political stagnation 
prevails and bourgeois Icjjality dominates,- Marx, in 1877 and 
1878, after the passage of the Anti-Socialisl Law,’ sharply 
condemned Most’s “revolutionary phrases”; but he no less, il 
not more sharply, attacked the opportunism that had tempo- 
rarily gained sway in the official Social-Dcmocralic Party, 
wdiich ilid not at once display resolulencss, firmness, revolulu)M- 
ary spirit and a readiness to resort to an illegal struggle in 
response to the Anti-Socialisl Law-. [Hncfwvdisel^ Vol IV 
pp. 397, 404, 418, 422, 421: see also letters to Sorge.) 

July-No\(*mlHM 1914 


‘ Karl Marx, Letters to l)t Kugelmami Eng ed 1931 p 123 -ICd 
* Anti’Sociahst l.atu—ati exo^plioiial law n;;nirisl Soriahsts iritiodiiced 
by Bismarrk in 1878 the express purpovo of winch was to suppress tlio 
Social ncmocralic movement in Germany llii* law was repealed in 
1890.— /id 
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FREDERICK ENGELS 


Oh, what a lamp of reason ceased to burn. 

Oh, what a heart then ceased to throbi 

On August 5, 1895, Frederick Engels died in London. Aflei 
his triend Karl Marx (who died in 1883), Engels was the most 
noteworthy man ot learning and teacher of the modern prole- 
tariat all over the civilized vwrld. From the time tha-t tate threw 
Karl Marx and Frederick Engels together, the lifcwork of 
each of the two friends became the common cause of both. 
And so, to understand what Frederick Engels has done for the 
proletariat, one must have a clear idea of the signiricance ot 
Marx's work and teaching for the development of the contem- 
porary labour movement. Marx and Engels were the first to 
show that the working class and the demands of the working 
class are a necessary outcome of the present economic system, 
which together with the bourgeoisie inevitably creates and 
organizes the proletariat. They showed that it is not the 
well-meaning olTorls of noble-minded individuals, but tlie class 
struggle of tlie organized proletariat that will deliver humanity 
irom the evils which now oppress it. In their scientific works. 
Marx and Engels were the first to explain that Socialism is not 
the invention of dreamers, but the final aim and inevitable 
result of the development of the productive forces of modern 
society. All recorded history hitherto has been a history of class 
struggle, of the succession of rulership and victory of certain 
social classes over others. And this will continue until the foun- 
dations of class struggle and class rule — private property and 
anarchic social production — disappear. The interests of the 
proletariat demand the destruction of these foundations, and 
therefore the conscious class struggle of the organized workers 



must bi‘ dirc'clcd aj;;ainsl Dieni. And every class struggle is a 
political struggle. 

These views of Marx and Engels have now been adopted by 
all proletarians who are fighting for their emancipation. But 
when in the ’forties the two friends took part in the Socialist 
literature and social movements of their time, such opinions 
were absolutely new. At that time there were many people, 
talented and untalcnted, honest and dishonest, who while 
absorbed in the struggle for political freedom, in the struggle 
against the despotism of emperors, police and priests, failed to 
observe the antagonism between the interests of the bourgeoisie 
and the interests of the proletariat. These people would not 
even admit the idea that the workers should act as an independ- 
ent social force. On the other hand, there were many dream- 
ers, some of them geniuses, who thought that it was only neces- 
sary to convince the rulers and the governing classes of the in- 
justice of the modern social order, and it would then be easy 
to establish pt'ace and general well-being on earth. They dreamt 
of Socialism without a struggle. Lastly, nearly all the Socialists 
of that time, and the friends of the working class in general, 
regarded the proletariat only as an ulcer, and observed with 
horror how this ulcer grew with the growth of industry. They 
all, therelore, were intent on how to stop the development of 
industry and of the proletariat, how to stop the “wheel ol his- 
tory ’’ Far Irom sharing the general fear ol the development ol 
the proletariat, Marx and Engels placed all their hopes on the 
continued growth ol the proletariat The greater the number 
ol proletarians, the greater would be their power as a revolu- 
tionary class, and the nearer and more possible would Soiaal- 
ism become. The services rendered by Marx and Engels to the 
working class may be expressed in a lew words thus: they 
taught the working class to know itself and be conscious of 
itself, and they substituted science for dreams. 

That is why the name and hie of Engels should be known 
to every vvorkei Thai is* why in this magazine the aim of 
which, as ol all our publications, is to awaken class conscious- 
ness in the Russian workers, we must sketch the life and work 
of Frederick Engels, one ol the two great toax:hers ol the mod- 
ern proletariat. 
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Engels was born in 1820 in Barmen, in Ihe Rhine province 
of the kingdom of Prussia. His father w'as a manufacturer. In 
1838, Engels, without having completed his studies at the gyni~ 
msium, was forced by family circumstances to enter one of 
the commercial houses of Bremen as a clerk. Commercial af- 
fairs did not prevent Engels from pursuing his scientific and 
political education. He came to hale autocracy and the arbitra- 
riness of bureaucrats while still at the gymnasium. The study 
of philo-sophy led him further. At that time Ilegefs teaching 
dominated German philosophy, and Engels became his fol- 
lower Although Hegel himself was an admirer of the autocratic 
Prussian slate, in whose service he stood as a professor in the 
University of Berlin, Hegel’s teaching was revolutionary He- 
gel's faith in human reason and its rights, and the fundamental 
thesis of the Hegelian philosophy, namely, that the universe 
is subject to a constani process of change and development, 
was leading ihose of the disciples of the Berlin pliilosopher 
who refused to reconcile themselves to the existing state of 
affairs to the idea that Ihe struggle against this slate of atrair.s, 
Ihe struggle against existing wrong and prevalent evil, is also 
rooted in the universal law of eternal development If all things 
develop, if institutions keep giving place to other institutions, 
whv should Ihe autocracy of the Prussian king or of the Rus- 
sian tsar, why should the enrichment of an insignificant minor- 
ity at the expense of the vast ma’orifv. or the domination of 
the bourgeoisie over the people, continue forever? Hegel's 
philosophy spoke of the development of the mind and of ideas; 
it was idealistic. From the development of the mind if deduced 
the development of nature, of man. and of human, social rela- 
tions Retaining Hegel’s idea of Ihe eternal proce.ss of develop- 
ment ' Marx and Engels rejected the preconceived idealist view; 
turning to Ihe facts of life, they saw that it was not the devel- 
opment of mind that explained Ihe development of nature hut 
that, on Ihe contrary, the explanation of mind must bp derived 
from nature, from matter. . . . Unlike Hegel and the other 

> Marx and Engels frequently pointed out ttiat in their intellectual 
development llicy were very murh indebted to the great German philosoph- 
ers. particularly to llegct. “Without German philosophy," Engels says, 
“there would have been no scientific Socialism." 
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Hegelians, Marx and Engels were materialists. Regarding the 
world and humanity materialistically, they perceived that just 
as material causes lie at the basis of all the phenomena of 
nature, so the development of human society is conditioned by 
the development of material, productive forcer, On the develop- 
ment of productive forces depend the relations which men enter 
into one with another in the production of the things required 
for the satisfaction of human needs. And in these relations 
lies the explanation of all the phenomena of social life, human 
aspirations, ideas and laws. The development of productive 
forces creates social relations based upon private property, but 
now we see that this same development of the productive forces 
deprives the majority of their property and concentrates it in 
the hands of an insignificant minority. It destroys property, the 
basis of the modern social order, it itself strives towards the 
very aim which the Socialists have set themselves. All the So- 
cialists have to do is to realize which of the social forces, owing 
to its position in modern society, is interested in bringing about 
Socialism, and to imparl to this force the consciousness of its 
interests and of its historical task. This force is the proletariat. 
Engels got to know it in England, in the centre of British in- 
dustry. Manchester, where he settled in 1842, entering the 
service of a commercial house of which his father was a share- 
holder. Here Engels did not merely sit in the factory office but 
wandered about the slums in which the workers were cooped 
up. lie saw their poverty and misery with his own eyes. But 
he did not confine himself to personal observations. He read 
all that had been revealed before him on the condition of the 
British working class and carefully studied all the official docu- 
ments he could lay his hands on. The fruit of these studies 
and observations was the book which appeared in 1845: The 
Condition of the Workintj Class in England. We have already 
mentioned the chief service rendered by Engels as the author 
of The Condition of the Working CIa.ss in England. Many even 
before Engels had described the siifTerings of the proletariat 
and had pointed to the necessity of helping it. Engels was the 
first to say that not onlg was the proletariaf a suffering class, 
but that, in fact, the disgraceful economic 'condition of the 
proletariat was driving it irresistibly forward and compelling 
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it to flght for its ultimate emancipation. And the fighting pro* 
letariat would help itself. The political movement of the work- 
ing class would inevitably lead the workers to realize that their 
only salvation lay in Socialism. On the other hand, Socialism 
would become a force only when it became the aim of the 
political struggle of the working class. Such are the main ideas 
of Engels* book on the condition of the working class in Eng- 
land. ideas which have now been adopted by* all thinking and 
fighting proletarians, but which at that time were entirely new. 
These ideas were enunciated in a book which is written in an 
absorbing style and which is filled with most authentic and 
most shocking pictures of the misery of th»' British proletariat. 
Tliis book was a terrible indictment of capitalism and the 
bourgeoisie. It created a very profound impression. Engels’ 
book began to bo quoted everywhere as presenting the best 
picture of the condition of the modern proletariat. And, in fact, 
neitlior before 1845 nor after has there appeared so striking 
and trulliful a picture of the miser)' of the working class. 

It was not until he "aine to England that Engels became a 
Socialist. In Manohe.ster he formed contacts with people active 
in the British labour movement at the time and began to write 
for English Socialist publications. In 1844, wliile on his way 
back to Germany, he became acquainted in Paris with Marx, 
with whom he had already started a correspondence Under 
the influence of the French Socialists and French life, Marx 
also became a Socialist in Paris. Here the friends jointly wrote 
a book entitled The Holy Family, or a Criticism of Critical 
Criticism. This book, which appeared a year before The Condi- 
tion of the Workiny Class in England, and the greater part of 
which was written by Marx, contains the foundations of re\o- 
lutionary materialist Socialism, the main ideas of which we 
have expounded above. The Holy Family is a facetious nick- 
name for the Bauer brothers, philosophers, and their follow- 
ers. These gentlemen preached a criticism which stood above 
all reality, which stood above parties and politics, which re- 
jected all practical activity, and which only “critically” con- 
templated the surrounding world and the events going on 
within it. These gentlemen, the Bauers, superciliously regarded 
the proletariat as an uncritical mass. Marx and Engels vigor- 
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ously opposed lliis nbsiird and harnil'iil trend. On behalf of 
a real luiinan personality — tiu* worker, trampled down by the 
ruling classes and the stale — they demanded, not contempla- 
tion, hut a struggle for a hotter order of society. They, of 
course, regarded tin* proletariat as the power Uiat was capable 
of waging this struggle and that was interested in it. Even 
before the appearance of The Holy Family, Engels had pub- 
lished in Mar.\’s' and Hugo's Deulsch-Franzosische Jahrhiicher 
the ‘‘Critical Essajs in Political Economy,” in which he exam- 
ined the principal phenomena of the modern economic order 
from a Socialist standpoint and concluded that they were nec- 
essary consequences of the rule of private properly. Inter- 
course with Engels was undoubtedly a factor in Marx’s deci- 
sion to study political cconom}’. a science in which his works 
have produced a veritable revolution. 

From 1845 to 1817 Engels lived in Brussels and Paris, com- 
bining scientific piirsuils with pracliaU activities among ihe 
German workers in nrusscls and Paris. Here Marx and Engels 
formed contact with Ihe secret German Communist League, 
which commissioned thorn to expound the main principles of the 
Socialism they had worked out. Thus arose Ihe famous Manh 
festo of the Cuinmnni’il Party of Marx and Engels, published in 
1848. This little booklet is worth whole volumes: lo this day 
its spirit inspires and motivates the organized and fighting pro- 
lelariat of the entire civilized world. 

The revolution of 1818, which broke out first in France and 
then s|)read to other countries of Western Europe, brought 
Marx and Engels back lo their native country. Here, in Hhcn- 
ish Prussia, they look charge of the democratic Neiie Rheini- 
sche Zeitung published in Cologne The Iwo friends were the 
heart and soul of all revolulionary-democratic aspirations in 
Rhenish Prussia. They defended the interests of the people and 
of freedom against the reactionary forces to the last ditch. The 
reactionary forces, as w’e know, gained the upper hand The 
Neiie Rheinische Zeitnng was suppressed. Marx, who during his 
exile had lo.st his Prussian citizenship, was deported; but 
Engels look part in the armed popular uprising, fought for 
liberty in three battles, and after the defeat of the rebels fled 
to London, via Switzerland. 



PHEDER1CK ENCELK 


f)7 

There Marx also settled Engels soon became a clerk once 
more, and later a shareholder, in the Manchester commercial 
house in wliicli he had worked in the ’forties. Until 1870 he 
lived in Manchester, while Marx lived-in London, which, how- 
ever, did not prevent them maintaining a most lively intellect 
fiial intercourse: they corresponded almost daily. In this cor- 
respondence the two friends exchanged views and knowledge 
and continued to collaborate in the working but of scientific 
Socialism. In 1870 Engels moved to London, and I heir com- 
mon intellectual life, full of strenuous labour, continued until 
1883, when Marx died. Ils fruit was, on Marx’s part. Capital, 
the greatest work on political economv of our ace, and on 
Engels’ part — a TUimber of works, large and <*mall Marx worked 
on the analysis of the complex phenomena of capitalist 
economy. Engels, in simply written and frecfuentlv polemical 
works, dealt wilh Ihe more general seientific problems and 
with diverse phenomena of ihe past and present in the spirit 
of the matorialisl conceplion of history and Marv's economic 
theory Of ttiose works of Engels we will inenlion: the polem- 
ical work against Dfihring (in which are analy‘?ed highly im- 
portant problems in Ihe domain of philosouhv. natural scien»'o 
and llie social sciences).' The Oriqin of -the Fnmilij, Private 
Property and the State (Iranslaled into Rn.ssian, published in 
St Peiershiirg, 3rd ed„ 1895) lAidwiq Feuerbach (Russian 
translation with notes bv G Plekhanov, Geneva, 1892), an 
article on Ihe foreign policy of the Russian government (trans- 
lated into Russian in the Geneva SofsiaFDcmokrnt, Nos. 1 and 2), 
some remarkable articles on llic housing question, and, 
finally, two small hut very valuable articles on the economic 
development of Russia (Frederick Enqch on Russia, translated 
into Russian by Vera Zasulich, Geneva, 1894) Marx died be- 
fore he could complete his vast work on capital In the rough, 
however, it was already finished, and after the death of his 


* Tills is 0 wonderfully rich and insfructiie hook. Unforluiiafcly, only 
a small portion of if, containing an hisforical millino of the develop- 
ment of Soc'alism has been Iranslaled into Uusslan (The Develop- 
ment of Scientific Socialism, 2nd cd., Geneva, 1892). [For the English 
translalion of this work see Herr lJuqen Dtlhring^s Uevolution in Science, 
1934.- Ffi] 
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friend, Engels undertook the onerous labour of preparing and 
publishing the second and third volumes of Capital. lie pub- 
lished Volume II in 1885 and Volume III in 1894 (his death 
prevented the preparation of Volume IV). These two volumes 
entailed a vast amount of labour. Adler, the Austrian Social' 
Democrat, rightly remarked that by publishing Volumes II 
and 111 of Capital Engels erected a majestic monument to the 
genius who had been his friend, a monument on which, with- 
out intending it, he indelibly carved his own name. And, in- 
deed, these two volumes of Capital are the work of two men: 
Marx and Engels. Ancient stories contain many moving in- 
stances of friendship. The European proletariat may say that 
its science was created by two scholars and fighters, whose re- 
lations to each other surpassed the most moving stories of 
human friendship among the ancients. Engels always — and, on 
the whole, justly — placed himself after Marx. “In Marx's life- 
time,” he wrote to an old friend, “I ployed serond fiddle.” His 
love for the living Marx, and his reverence for the memory of 
the dead Marx were limitless. In this stern fighter and strict 
thinker beat a deeply loving heart. 

After the movement of 1848-49, Marx and Engels in exile 
did not occupy themselves with science alone. In 1864 Marx 
founded the International Workingmen’s Association, and led 
this society for a whole decade. Engels also took an active part 
in its affairs. The work of the International Association, which, 
in accordance with Marx’s idea, united proletarians of all coun- 
tries, was of tremendous significance in the development of the 
labour movement. But even after the International Association 
came to an end in the ’seventies the unifying role of Marx and 
Engels did not cease. On the contrary, it may be said that their 
importance as spiritual lenders of the labour movement steadily 
grew, inasmuch as the movement itself grew uninterruptedly. 
•After the death of Marx, Engels continued alone to be the 
counsellor and leader of the European Socialists. Ills advice 
and directions were sought for equally by the German Social- 
ists, who despite government persecution, grew rapidly and 
steadily in strength, and by representatives of backward 
countries, such as Spaniards, Rumanians and Russians, who 
were obliged to ponder over and weigh their first steps They 
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all drew on the rich store of knowledge and experience of the 
aged Engels. 

Marx and Engels, who both knew Russian and read Russian 
books, took a lively interest in Russia, followed the Russian 
revolutionary movement with sympathy and maintained contact 
with Russian revolutionaries. Tliey were both democrats before 
they became Socialists, and the democratic feeling of hatred 
for political despotism was exceedingly strong in them. This 
direct political feeling, combined with a profound theoretical 
understanding of the connection between political despotism 
and ecpnomic oppression, as well as their rich experience of 
life, made Marx an^ Engels uncommonly responsive precisely 
from the political standpoint. That is why the heroic struggle 
of the small handful of Russian revolutionaries against the 
mighty tsarist government evoked a most sympathetic echo iu 
tlK* llParlS of these trie^J revolutionaries. On the other hand, the 
tendency to turn away from the most immediate and important 
task of the Russian Socialists, namely, the conquest of political 
freedom, for the sake of illusory economic advantages, natur- 
ally appeared suspicious in their eyes and w’as even regarded 
by them as a direct betrayal of the great cause of the social 
revolution. ‘‘The emancipation of the proletariat must be the 
work of the proletariat itself” — Marx and Engels c«»nslanlly 
taught. Rut in order to fight for its economic emancipation, the 
proletariat must win for itself certain political rights. Moreover, 
Marx and Engels clearly saw that a political resolution in Rus- 
sia would be of tremendous significance to the West European 
labour movement as well. Autocratic Russia had always been 
a bulwark of European reaction in general. The extraordinarilv 
favourable international ])osilion enjoyed by Russia as a result 
of the war of 1870, which for a long time sow’ed discord be- 
tween Germany and France, of course only enhanced the im- 
portance of autocratic Ru.s.sia as a reactionary force. Only a 
free Russia, a Russia that had no need either to oppress the 
Poles, Finns. Germans, Armenians or any other small nations, 
or con.stantly to incite France and Germany against each other, 
would enable modern Europe to free il.self from the burdens 
of war, would weaken all the reactionary elements in Europe 
and would increase the power of the European working class. 
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Engels therefore ardently desired the establishment of political 
freedom in Russia for the sake of the progress of the labour 
movement In the West as well In him the Russian revolution- 
aries have lost their best friend. 

May the memory of Frederick Engels, the great champion 
and teacher of the proletariat, live I’oreverl 

Aiilumn, 1695 



THE MARX-ENGELS CORRESPONDENCE 


ENGELS AS ONE OF THE FOLNDERS OF COMMUNISM 

The long-proniis^ edition of the correspondence of the fa- 
mous founders of scientific Socialism has at last been pub- 
lished. Engels bcciuealhcd the publication to Uehcl and Bern- 
stein, and Bebcl manured to complete his pari of the editorial 
work shortly before his death. 

The Marx-Engels Correspondence, published a few weeks 
ago by Dietz, Stuttgart, consists of four big volumes. They con- 
tain in all 1,386 letters of Marx, and Engels covering an exten- 
sive period, from 1844 to 1883. 

The editorial work, I'.e., the writing of prefaces to the cor- 
respondence ol various periods, was done by Eduard Bernstein. 
As might have been expected, this work is unsatisfactory from 
both the technical and the ideological standpoint. After Ins 
uoloriuus “evolution” to extreme opportunist view's, Bernstein 
should never have undertaken to edit letters which are imi>reg- 
nated with the revolutionary spirit through and through Bern- 
stein's prefaces are in part meaningless and in part simply 
false — ^as, for instance, when, instead of a precise, clear and 
frank characterization of the opportunist errors of Lassalle 
and Schweitzer which Marx and Engels exposed, one meets 
with eclectic phrases and thrusts, such as that “one can justly 
question whether Marx and Engels always judged Lassalle’s 
policy rightly” (Vol. HI, p. xviii). or that in their tactics they 
were “much nearer” to Schweitzer than to Liebknecht (Vol IV, 
p. x). These attacks have no meaning save as a screen and em- 
bellishment for opportunism. Unlortunately, the eclectic al- 
titude to Marx’s ideological slruggle against many of his op- 



ponents is becoming increasingly widespread among present- 
day German Social-Democrats. 

From the technical standpoint, the index is unsatisfactory- - 
only one for all four volumes (for instance, Kautsky and Stir- 
ling are omitted); the notes on each letter are too scanty and 
are lost in the prefaces of the editor instead of being placed in 
proximity to the letters they refer to, as they were by Sorge, 
and so forth. 

The price of the publication is unduly high — about 20 ru- 
bles for the four volumes. There can be no doubt that the com- 
plete correspondence could and should have been published in 
a less luxurious edition at a more popul^f price, and that, in 
addition, a selection of passages most important from the stand- 
point of principle could and should have been published fot 
w'ide distribution among workers. 

All these defects of the edition of course hamper a study 
of the corrc.spondence. This is a pity, because its scientific and 
political value is tremendous. Not only do Marx and Fngcls 
stand out before the reader in clear relief in all their greatness, 
but the extremely rich theoretical content of Marxism is un- 
folded in a highly graphic way, l)ecause in the letters Marx 
and Engels return again and again to the most diverse aspects 
of their teaching, emphasizing and explaining — at times dis- 
cussing and debating — what is newest (in relation to earlier 
views), most important and most difficult. 

There unfolds before the reader a strikingly vivid picture 
of the history of the labour movement all over the world — at 
its most important junctures and in its most essential points. 
Even more valuable is the history of the politics of the working 
class. On the most diverse occasions, in various countries of 
the old and new worlds, and at diverse historical moments, 
Marx and Engels discuss the most important principles of the 
presentation of the political tasks of the working class. And 
the period covered by the correspondence was a period in 
which the working class separated off from bourgeois democ- 
racy, a period in which an independent labour movement 
arose, a period in which the fundamental principles of pro- 
letarian tactics and policy were defined. Tlie more we have oc- 
casion in our day to observe how the labour movement in vari- 



lUi, MANX fcMCELA CURHESPONOENCE 


($3 


ous countries sutfers Irom opportunism in consequence of the 
stagnation and decay of the bourgeoisie, in consequence of the 
uttenliuD of tlic labour leaders being engrossed in the trivia]>- 
ities of the day, and so on — the more valuable becomes the 
wealth of material contained in the correspondence, display- 
ing as it does a most profound comprehension of the basic 
transiormatory aims of the proletariat, and providing an un- 
usually flexible definition of the given tasks of tactics from the 
standpoint of these revolutionary aims, without making the 
slightest concession to opportunism or revolutionary phrase- 
mongering. 

if one were to attempt to deiine by a single word the focus, 
so to speak, of the vdiolc correspondence, the central point in 
which the whole body of ideas expressed and discussed con- 
verges — that word would be dialectics. The thing that interested 
Marx and Engels most of all, the tiling to which they con- 
tributed what was most essential and new, the thing that con- 
stituted the masterly advance they made in the history of rev- 
olutionary thought, W’as the application of materialist dialec- 
tics to till* reshaping of all political economy, from its founda- 
tions up— to history, natural science, philosophy and to the 
policy and tactics of the working class. 


We intend in the following account, after giving a general 
review of the correspondence, to outline Ihe more interesting 
remarks and arguments of Marx and Engels, without pretend- 
ing to give an exhaustive account of the contents of the letters. 


1 GENERAL REVIEW 

The correspondence opens with letters w’ritten in 1844 by 
the 24-year-otd Engels to Marx. The situation in Germany at 
that time is brought out in striking relief. The first letter is 
dated the end of September 1844 and was sent from Barmen 
where Engels’ family lived and where he was born. Engels 
was not quite 24 years old at the lime. He was bored with 
family life and was anxious to break away. His father was a 



(Icspol, a pious iiianutaclurer, who was outraged at his son's 
continual riuining about to political meetings and at his Com- 
munist views. Were it not for his mother, whom he really 
loved, Engels wrote, he would not have stood even the tew 
days still remaining until his departure. What petty reasons, 
what superstitions fears were put forward by the family against 
his departure, he complained to Marx. 

While he was still in Barmen — where he was delayed a 
little longer by a love alfair — Engels gave way to his father and 
worked for about two weeks in the factory office (his lather 
was a manufacturer). “Huckstering is horrible,'’ he writes to 
Marx. “Barmen is horrible, the way the;^ spend their lime is 
horrible, and it is most horrible of all to remain, not merely a 
bourgeois, but a manufacturer, a bourgeois wlio actively op- 
poses the proletariat. . He consoled himsclt, Engels goes on 
to say, by working on his book on the condition ol the working 
class (Ibis book appeared, as is known, in 1845 and is one of 
the best works of world Socialist literature). “One can while 
being a Communist remain in outward conditions a bourgeois 
and a huckstering bea.st as long as one does not write, but to 
carry on wide Communist propaganda and at the same time 
engage in huckstering and industry w’ill not work. 1 am leav* 
ing. Add to this the drowsy life of a thoroughly Christian-Prus- 
sian laindy — 1 cannot stand it any longer 1 might in the end 
become a German philistine and introduce philistinism into 
Communism " 'fbus wrote the young Engels. After the Itevolu- 
tion of 1848 the exigencies ol life obliged him to return to his 
father's ollice and to become a “huckstering beast" lor many 
long years But he was able to stand firm and lo create for 
himself, nol Clirislian-Prus.sian surroundings, but entirely dif- 
ferent, comradely surroundings, and lo become for the rest of 
his life a relentless foe of the “introduction of philistinism into 
Communism.’’ 

Social lile in the German provinces in 1844 resembled Rus- 
sian social’life at the beginning ol the twentieth century, belore 
the Bevolution of 1905 There was a general urge for political 
life, a general seething indignation in opfiosition lo the gov- 
ernment; the priests fulminated against the youth for their 
atheism; children in bourgeois families quarreled with their 
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parents for their "arislocralic treatment ot servants or work- 
ers.” 

Ihe general spirit of opposition iound expression in the 
fact that everybody declared himself to be a Communist. ‘‘The 
Police Commissary in Barmen is a Communist,” Engels writes 
to Marx. lie was in Cologne . . . Diisscldorf . . . Elberfeld— and 
wherever you turn you stumble over Communists I “One ardent 
Communist, a cartoonist . . . named Seel, is going to Paris in 
two months. I will give him your address; you will all like him 
for his enthusiastic nature, his love of music, and he could be 
used as a cartoonist.” 

. . Miracles are happening here in Elberfeld. Yesterday 
[this was written on February 22. 1845], we held our third 
Communist meeting in the largest hall and the best restaurant 
of the city. The first meeting was attended by 40 people, the 
second by 130 and the third by al least 200. The whole of 
Elberfeld and Barmen^ from the moneyed aristocracy to the 
small shopkeepers, was represented, all except the proletariat.” 

This is literally what Engels wrote. Everybody in Germany 
at that time was Communist, except the proletariat. Commu- 
nism was a form of expression of the opposition sentimenLs of 
all, and chiefly of the bourgeoisie. “The most stupid, the iiiosi 
la/y and most plnlisUne people, whom nothing in the world 
interested, are almost becoming enthusiastic for Communism.” 
The chief preachers of Communism at that lime were people of 
the type of our Narodniks, “Socialist-Revolutionaries,” “Popu- 
larist Socialists,” and so forth, that is to say, well-meaning 
bourgeois who were more or less furious with the government. 

And under such conditions, amidst countless pseudo-Social- 
ist trends and factions, Engels was able to find his way to 
proletarian Socialism, without fearing to break off relations 
with the mass of wcll-inlenlioncd people, ardent revolutionaries 
but bad Communists. 

In 1846 Engels was in Paris. Paris was then seething with 
politics and the discussion of various Socialist tfieodlte. Engels 
eagerly studied Socialism, made the acquaintance of Cabet, 
Louis Blanc and otlier prominent Socialists, and ran from 
editorial office to editorial office and from circle to circle. 

His attention was chiefly focussed on the most important 
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and most widespread Socialist doctrine ot the time — Proudhon- 
ism. And even before the publication of Proudhon’s Philoso- 
phy of Poverty (October 1846; Marx’s reply — the famous 
book, The Poverty of Philosophy — ^appeared in 1847), Engels, 
with biting irony and remarkable profundity criticized 
Proudhon’s main ideas, which were then being particularly 
advocated by the German Socialist Griin. His excellent knowl- 
edge of English (which Marx mastered much later) and of 
English literature enabled Engels at once (letter of Septem- 
ber 18, 1846) to point to the example of the bankruptcy of the 
notorious Proudhonist “labour-exchange bazaars’’ in England. 
Proudhon disgraces Socialism, Engels exclaims indignantly — it 
follows from Proudhon that the workers must buy out capital. 

The 26-year-old Engels simply annihilates “true socialism.” 
We meet this expression in his letter of October 23, 1846, long 
before the Communist Manifesto, and Griin is mentioned as its 
chief exponent. An “anli-prolotarian, petty-bourgeois, philis- 
tine” doctrine, “sheer phrasemongering” all sorts of “humani- 
tarian” aspirations, “superstitious fear of ‘crude’ Communism” 
{Loffel-Kommunismus, literally: “spoon Communism” or “belly 
Communism”), “peaceful plans of happiness” for mankind — 
these are some ot Engels’ epilliels, svhich apply to all species 
ol pre-Marxian Socialism. 

“The Proudhon Associations' scheme,” writes Engels, “was 
discussed for three evenings. At lirst I had nearly the whole 
clique against me The chief point was to prove the neces- 

sity for revolution by force ” (October 2.'1, 1840.) In the end 
he got furious, he writes, and pressed his opponents so that they 
were obliged to make an open attack on Communism. He de- 
manded a vote on whether they were Communists or not. This 
greatly horrified the Griinites who began to argue that they met 
together to discuss “the good of mankind” and that they must 
know what (Communism really was. Engels gave them an ex- 
tremely simple definition so as to permit no opportunity for 
digressi(H|lf and evasions, “I therefore defined,” Engels writes, 
“the objects of the Communists in this wav: 1) To achieve the 
interests of the proletariat in opposition to those of the bour- 
geoisie; 2) To do this through the abolition ()l private property 
and its replacement by community of goods; .3) To recognize no 
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means of carrying out these objects other than a democratic 
revolution by force.”* (Written one and a half years before the 
1848 Revolution.) 

The discussion concluded by the meeting adopting Engels’ 
definition by thirteen votes against the votes of two Griinites. 
These meetings were attended by some twenty journeymen 
carpenters. Thus the foundations of the Social-Democratic La- 
bour Party of Germany were laid in Paris sixty -seven years 
ago. 

A year later, in his letter of November 21, 1847, Engels 
inlormcd Marx that he had prepared a draft of the Communist 
Manifesto, incidentally declaring himself opposed to the cate- 
chism form originally proposed. “1 begin: What is Communism?” 
writes Engels. ‘‘And then straight to the prolelariat — history of 
its origin, difference from former workers, development of the 
contradiction between proletariat and bourgeoisie, crises, re- 
sults. . . “In conclusion Ihe Party policy of the Commu- 
nists....”* 

This historical letter of Engels' on the first draft of a work 
which has travelled all over the world and which to this day 
is true in all its fundamentals and as actual and topical as 
though it were written yesterday, clearly proves that Marx and 
Engels are justly named side by side as the founders of mod- 
em Socialism.* 

October 1913 


* C/. Marx Encels, Seieiied Correspondence, Martin Lawrence Ltd, 
London pp 1 2 —Ed. 

* Ibid , pp. 20 21.— Ed 

* The article breaks off at this point.— £d. 



SPEECH AT THE UNVEIUNG OF A MEMORIAL TO 
MARX AND ENGELS 


NOVEMBER 7. 1918 


VVe are unveiling a memorial to the leaders of the world 
workers’ revolution, Marx and Engels. 

For ages and ages humanity has sulTcrcd and languished 
under the yoke of an insignificant handlul of exploiters, who 
maltreated millions of toilers. But while the exploiters of an 
earlier period — the landlords — robbed and oppressed the peas- 
ant serfs, who were disunited, scattered and ignorant, the ex- 
ploiters of the new period, the capitalists, saw facing them 
among the downtrodden masses the vanguard of these masses, 
the urban, factory, industrial workers. They were united by 
the factory, they were enlightened by urban life, they were 
steeled |jy the common strike struggle and by revolutionary 
action. 

The great and historic merit of Marx and Engels is that they 
proved by scientific analysis the inevitability of the collapse of 
capitalism and its transition to Communism, under which there 
will be no more exploitation of man by man. 

The great and historic merit of Marx and Engels is that they 
indicated to the proletarians of all countries their role, their 
task, their mission, namely, to be the first to rise in the rev- 
olutionajdjtetruggle against capital and to rally around them- 
selves in mis struggle aU the toilers and exploited. 

We are living in happy limes, when the prophecy of the 
great Socialists is beginning to he realized We see the dawn 
of the international Socialist revolution of the proletariat break- 
ing in a number of countrie.sS' The unspeakable horrors of the 
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imperialist butchery of nations are everywhere evoking a heroic 
rise of the oppressed masses, and are lending them tenfold 
strength in the struggle for emancipation. 

Let the memorials to Marx and Engels again and again 
remind the millions of workers andV^asants that we are not 
alone in our struggle Side by side with us the workers of the 
more advanced countries are rising. Severe batlles still await 
them and us. In common struggle the yoke of capital will be 
broken, and Socialism will be finally won! 



THE THREE SOURCES.AND THREE 
COMPONENT PARTS OF MARXISM 

Throughout the civilized world the teachings of Marx evoke 
the utmost hostility and hatred of ail bourgeois science (both 
official and liberal), which regards Marxism as a kind of “per- 
nicious sect.” And no other attitude is to be expected, for there 
can t)c no “iniparlial’’ social science in a society based on class 
struggle. In one way or another, all official and liberal science 
defends wage slavery, whereas Marxism has declared relentless 
war on wage slavery. To expect science to be impartial in a 
wage-slave society is as silly and naive as to expect impartial- 
ity from manufacturers on the question whether workers’ wages 
should be increased by decreasing the profits of capital. 

But this is not all. The history of philosophy and the his- 
tory of social science show with perfect clarity that there is 
nothing resembling “sectarianism’’ in Marxism, in the sense of 
its being a hidebound, petrified doctrine, a doctrine which 
arose away from the highroad of development of w’orld civili- 
zation. On the contrary, the genius of Marx consists precisely 
in the fact that he furnished answers to questions which had 
already engrossed the foremost minds of humanity. His teach- 
ihgs arose as a direct and immediate continuation of the teach- 
ings of the greatest repre.scntatives of philosophy, political 
economy and Socialism. 

The Marxian doctrine is omnipotent because it is true. It 
is complete and harmonious, and provides men with an integral 
world conception which is irreconcilable with any form of 
superstition, reaction, or defence of bourgeois oppression. It 
is the legitimate successor to^ the best that was created by 



THE TIIBEE SOURCES AND THREE COMPONENT PARTS OF MARXISM 


71 


humanity in the nineteenth century in the shape of German 
philosophy, English political economy and French Socialism. 

On these three sources of Marxism, which are at the same 
lime its component parts, we shall briefly dwell. 

I 

The philosophy of Marxism is materialism. Throughout 
the modern history of Europe, and especially at the end of 
the eighteenth century in France, which was the scene of a 
decisive battle against every kind of mediaeval rubbish, against 
feudalism in inslilulions and ideas,^ materialism has proved to 
be the only philosophy that is consistent, true to all the teach- 
ings of natural science and hostile to superstition, cant and so 
forth. The enemies of democracy therefore tried in every way 
to “refute/* undermincvand defame materialism, and advocated 
various forms of philosophical idealism, which always, in 
one way or another, aniounis to an advocacy or support of 
religion. 

Marx and Engels always defended philosophical malcrialisni 
in the most determined manner and repeatedly explained the 
profound erroneousness of e\ery deviation from this basis. 
Their views are most clearly and fully expounded in the works 
of Engels, LudwUj Feuerbach and AnthDiihring, which, like 
Hie Communist Manifesto, are handl)ooks for every class-con- 
scious worker. 

But Marx did not stop at the materialism of the eighteenth 
century; he advanced philosophy, lie enriched it with the ac- 
cpiisitions of (lerinan classical philosophy, especially of the 
Hegelian syMeni, which in its turn led to the materialism of 
Feuerbach. The chief of these acciuisilions is dialectics, i.c., the 
doctrine of development in Us fullest and deepest form, free of 
oiie-side(lness-~thc doctrine of the relativity of human knowl- 
edge, which provides us with a reflection of eternally developing 
matter. The latest discoveries of natural science — radium, elec- 
trons, the transmutation of elements — have remarkably con- 

* The rt'frrrniT licie is to llic bourgeois rovoUitioii in France (1789- 
1793).— fiU ^ 



firmed Marx’s dialectical materialism, despite the teachings of 
the bourgeois philosophers with their “new” reversions to old 
and rotten idealism. 

Deepening and developing philosophical materialism, Marx 
completed it, extended its knowledge of nature to the knowl- 
edge of human society. Marx’s historical materialism was one - 
of the greatest achievements of scientific tliought. The chao« 
and arbitrariness that had previously reigned in the views on 
history and politics gave way to a strikingly integral and har- 
monious scientific theory, which shows how, in consequence 
of Ihc growth of productive forces, out of one system of social 
life another and higher system develops— how capitalism, for 
instance, grows out of feudalism. 

.lust as man’s knowledge reflects nature (i e., developing 
matter), which exists independently of him, so man’s social 
knowledge (i.e,, his various views and doctrines — philosophical, 
religious, political, and so forth) reflects the economic system 
ot society Political inslitiiUons are a superstructure on the 
economic foundation. We see, for example, that the various 
political forms of the modern European slates serve to fortify 
the rule of the bourgeoisie over the proletariat. 

Marx’s philosophy is finished philosophical materialism, 
which has provided humanity, and especially the working 
class, with powerful instruments of knowledge. 


11 

Having recognized that the economic system is the founda- 
tion on which the political superstructure is erected, Marx de- 
voted most attention to the study of this economic system. 
Marx’s principal work. Capital, is devoted to a study of the 
economic system of modern, i.e., capitalist, society. 

Classical political economy, before Marx, evolved in Eng- 
land. the most developed of the capitalist countries. Adam 
Smith and David Ricardo, by their investigations of the eco- 
nomic system, laid the foundations of the labour theory of value, 
Marx continued their work. He rigidly proved and consistently 
developed this theory lie shj||wed that the value of every com- 
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modity is determined by the quantity of socialW accessary 
labour time spent on its production. 

Where the bourgeois economists saw a relatiop of things 
(the exchange of one commodity for another), Ma'rx revealed 
a relation of men. The exchange of commodities expresses the 
tie by which individual producers are bound through the 
market. Money signifies that this tic is becoming closer and 
closer, inseparably binding the entire economiciilife of the iO’ 
dividual producers into one whole. Capital signifies a further 
development of this tie: man’s labour power becomes a com- 
modity. The wage-worker sells his labour power to the owner 
of the land, factories and instruments of labour. The worker 
uses one part of the labour day to cover the expense of main- 
taining himself and his family (wages), while the other part 
of the day the worker toils wi*hout remuneration, creating 
surplus value for the capitalist, the source of profit, the source 
of the wealth of the' capitalist class. 

The doctrine of surplus value is the cornerstone of Marx’s 
economic theory. 

Capital, created by the labour of the worker, presses on the 
worker by ruining the small masters and creating an army 
ot unemployed. In industry, the victory. of large-scale produc- 
tion is at once apparent, but we observe the same phenomenon 
in agriculture as well: the superiority of large-scale capitalist 
agriculture increases, the application of machinery grows, 
peasant economy falls mto the noose of money-capital, it de- 
clines and sinks into ruin, burdened by its backward technique. 
In agriculture, the decline of small-scale production assumes 
difl’ercnt forms, but the decline itself is an indisputable fact. 

By destroying small-scale production, capital leads to an 
increase in productivity of labour and to the creation of a 
monopoly position for the associations of big capitalists. Pro- 
duction itself becomes more and more social' — hundreds of 
thousands and millions of workers become bound together in 
a systematic economic organism — but the product of the col- 
lective labour is appropriated by a handful of capitalists The 
anarchy of production grows, as do crises, the furious chase 
after markets and the insecurity of existence of the mass of 
the population. ^ 
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While increasing the dependence of the workers on capital, 
the capitalist system creates the great power of united labour. 

Marx traced the development of capitalism from the first 
germs of commodity economy, from simple exchange, to its 
highest forms, to large-scale production. 

And the experience of all capitalist countries, old and new, 
is clearly demonstrating the truth of this Marxian doctrine to 
increasing numbers of workers every year. 

Capitalism has triumphed all over the world, but this 
triumph is only the prelude to the triumph of labour over 
capital. 


Ill 

When feudalism was overthrown, and "free" capitalist so- 
ciety appeared on God’s earth, it at once became apparent that 
this freedom meant a new system of oppression and exploita- 
tion of the toilers. Various Socialist doctrines immediately 
began to arise as a reflection of and protest against this op- 
pression. But early Socialism was utopian Socialism. It criti- 
cized capitalist society, it condemned and damned it, it dreamed 
of its destruction, it indulged in fancies of a bi'tter order and 
endeavoured to convince the rich of the immorality of e.xploi- 
tation. 

But utopian Socialism could not point the real way out. It 
could not explain the essence of wage slavery under capitalism, 
nor discover the laws of its development, nor point to the so- 
cial force which is capable of Incoming the creator of a new 
society. 

Meanwhile, the stormy revolutions which everywhere in 
Europe, and especially in France, accompanied the fall of 
feudalism, of serfdom, more and more clearly revealed the 
struggle of classes as the basis and the motive force of the 
whole development. 

Not a single victory of political freedom over the feudal 
class was won except against desperate resistance. Not a single 
capitalist country evolved on a more or less free and demo- 
cratic basis except by a life and death struggle between the 
various classes of ea]>ilalist society. 
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The genius of Marx consists in the fact that he was able 
before anybody else to draw from this and consistently apply 
the deduction that world history teaches. This deduction is 
the doctrine of the class struggle. 

People always wore and always will be the stupid victims 
of deceit and self-deceit in politics until they learn to discover 
the interests of some class behind all moral, religious, political 
and social phrases, declarations and promises. The supporters 
of reforms and improvements will always be fooled by the de- 
fenders of the old order until they realize that every old in- 
stitution. however barbarous and rotten it may appear to be, 
is maintained by the forces of some ruling classes. And there 
is only one way of smashing the resistance of these classes, 
and that is to find, in the very society which surrounds us, and 
to enlighten and organize for the struggle, the forces which 
can — and^ owing to ^their social position, must — constitute a 
power capable of sweeping away the old and creating the new. 

Marx’s philosophical materialism has alone shown the prole- 
tariat the wav out of the spiritual slavery in which all oppressed 
classes have hitherto languished. Marx’s economic theory 
has alone explained the true position of the proletariat in the 
general system of capitalism. 

Independent organizations of the proletariat are multiply- 
ing all over the world, from America to Japan and from Swe- 
den to South Africa The proletariat is becoming enlightened 
and educated by waging its class struggle; it is ridding itself of 
the prejudices of bourgeois society; it is rallying its ranks ever 
more closely and is learning to gauge the measure of its suc- 
cesses; it is steeling its forces and is growing irresistibly. 


March I9n 



THE HISTORICAL DESTINY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 

KARL MARX 


The main thing in the doctrine of Marx is that it brings 
out the historic role of the proletariat as the builder of a So- 
cialist society. Has the progress of world events confirmed 
this doctrine since it was expounded by Marx? 

Marx first advanced it in 1844. The Communist Manifesto 
of Marx and Engels, published in 1848, already gives an in- 
tegral and systematic exposition of this doctrine, which has 
remained the best exposition to this day. Subsequent world his- 
tory clearly falls into three main periods: 1) from the Revolu- 
tion of 1848 to the Paris Commuue (1871); 2) from the Paris 
Commune to the Russian Revolution (1905); 3) since the Rus- 
sian Revolution. 

Let us see what has been the destiny of Marx’s doctrine in 
each of these periods. 


I 

At the beginning of the first period Marx's doctrine by no 
means dominated. It was only one of the extremely numerous 
factions or trends of Socialism. The forms of Socialism which 
did dominate were in the main akin to our Narodism: non- 
comprehension of the materialist basis of historical movement, 
inability to assign the role and 'significance of each class in 
^ capitalist society, concealment of the bourgeois essence of 
democratic reforms under diverse, pseudo-socialistic phrases 
al)Out “the people,” “justice,” “right,” etc. 

The Revolution of 1848 struck a fatal' blow at all these 
vociferous, motley and ostentatious forms of pre-Marxian So- 
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tialism. In all countries the revolution revealed the various 
classes of society in action. The shooting down of the workers 
by the republican bourgcqifsic in the June Days of 1848 in 
Paris finally established that the proletariat alone was Socialist 
by nature. The liberal bourgeoisie feared the independence of 
this class a hundred times more than it did any kind of reac- 
tion. The craven liberals grovelled before reaction. The peas- 
antry were content with the abolition of the relics of feudalism 
and joined the supporters ot order, only wavering at times be- 
tween workers’ democracy and bourgeois liberalism. All doc- 
trines of non-class Socialism and non-clas.s politics proved to 
be sheer nonsense. 

Tlie Pans Commune (1871) completed this development of 
bourgeois reforms; tbe republic, i.e., the form of state organiza- 
tion in which cla.ss relations appear in their most unconcealed 
form, had only the heroism of the proletariat to thank tor its 
consolidation. ' 

In all the other European countries a more entangled and 
less finished development also led to a definitely shaped bour- 
geois society. Towards the end of the first period (1848-71) — 
a period of storms and revolutions — pre-Marxian Socialism 
died aivay. Independent proleiarian parties were born: the 
First International (1864-72) and the German Social-Democratic 
Party. 


II 

The second period (1872-1904) was distinguished from the 
first by its “peaceful” character, by the absence of revolutions. 
The West had finished with bourgeois revolutions. The East 
had not yet reached that stage. 

Tlie West entered a pliase of “peaceful” preparation for the 
future era of change. Socialist parties, basically proletarian, 
were formed everywhere and learned to make use of bourgeois 
parliamentarism and to create their own daily press, their 
educational institutions, their trade unions and their co-opera- 
tive societies. The Marxian doctrine gained a complete victory 
and spread. The process of selection and accumulation of the 
forces of the proletariat and of the preparation of the 
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proletariat for the impending battles progressed slowly but 
steadily. 

The dialectics of history wcre^such that the theoretical 
victory of Marxism obliged its enemies to disguise themselves 
as Marxists. Liberalism, rotten to the core, attempted a revival 
in the form of Socialist opportunism. The opportunists inter- 
preted the period of preparation of forces for the great battles 
as a renunciation ot those battles. The improvement of the 
conditions of the slaves to enable them to light against wage 
slavery they interpreted as tlie slaves selling their right to 
liberty for a mess of pottage. They cravenly preached “social 
peace” {f.e., peace with the slaveowners), the renunciation ot 
(he class struggle, and so forth. They had many adherents 
among Socialist members of parliament, various ofdrials of the 
labour movement, and the “sympathetic” intellectuals. 

Ill 

But the opportunists had scarcely congratulated themselves 
on “social peace” and the needlessness of storms under “de- 
mocracy” when a new source of great world storms opened 
up in Asia. The Russian revolution was followed by the Turk- 
ish, the Persian and the Chinese revolutions. It is in this era 
of storms and their “repercussion” in Europe that we are 
now living. Whatever may be the fate ot the great Chinese 
Republic, against which the various “civiliifed” hyenas are now 
baring their teeth, no power on earth can restore the old serf- 
dom in Asia, or wipe out the heroic democracy of the masses 
of the people in the Asiatic and semi-Asiatic countries. 

Certain people, who were inattentive to the conditions of 
preparation and development of the mass struggle, were driven 
to despair and to anarchism by the prolonged postponements of 
the decisive struggle against capitalism in Europe. We can now 
see how short-sighted and craven this anarchist despair is. 

The fact that Asia, with its population of eight hundred mil- 
lion, has been drawn into the struggle for these same European 
ideals should inspire us with courage and not despair. 

The Asiatic revolutions have revealed the same spineless- 
ness and baseness of liberalism, the .same exceptional impor- 
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t»ace of the independence of the democratic masses, and the 
same sharp line of division between the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie of all kinds. After the experience both of Europe 
and Asia, whoever now speaks of non-class politics and of non- 
class Socialism simply deserves to be pul in a cage and ex- 
hibited alongside of the Australian kangaroo. 

After Asia, Europe has also begun to stir, although not in 
the Asiatic way. The “peaceful” period of 1872-1904 has passed 
completely, never to return, l-be high cost of living and the 
oppression of the trusts is leading to an unprecedented accen- 
tuation of the economic struggle, which has roused even the 
iSriilsh workers, who have been most corrupted by lilieralisni. 
Refore our eyes a political crisis is brewing even in that ex- 
treme “diehard,” bourgeois-Junker country, Germany. Fever- 
ish armaments and the policy of imperialism arc turning 
modern Europe into a “social peace” which is more like a bar- 
rel of gunpowder thah anything else. And at the same lime the 
decay of all the bourgeois parlies and the maturing of the pro- 
letariat arc steadily progressing. 

Each of the three great periods of world history since the 
appearance of Marxism has brought Marxism new confirma- 
tion and new triumphs. But a still greater triumph awaits 
Marxism, as the doctrine of the proletariat, in the period of 
history tlial is now opening. 


March 1913 



“LEFT-WING” COMMUNISM, AN INFANTILE 
DISORDER 

'(ETcerpt) 


II. ONE OF THE FUNDAMENTAL CONDITIONS FOR THE 
SUCCESS OF THE BOLSHEVIKS 

Cerlainly, almost everyone now realizes that the Bolsheviks 
could not have maintained themselves in power for two and a 
half months, let alone two and a halt years, unless the strictest, 
truly iron discipline had prevailed in our Party, and unless the 
latter had been rendered the fullest and unreserved support of 
the whole mass of the working class, that is. of all its thinking, 
honest, self-sacrificing and influential elements who are capable 
of leading or of carrying with them the backward strata. 

The dictatorship of the proletariat is a most determined and 
most ruthless war waged by the new class against a more 
powerful enemy, the bourgeoisie, whose resistance is increased 
tenfold by its overthrow (even if only in one country), and 
whose power lies not only in the strength of international 
capital, in the strength and durability of the international con- 
nections of the bourgeoisie, but also in the force of habit, in 
the strength of small production. For, unfortunately, small 
production is still very, very widespread in the world, and 
small production engenders capitalism and the bourgeoisie 
continuously, daily, hourly, spontaneously, and on a mass 
scale. For all these reasons the dictatorship of the proletariat 
is essential, and victory over the bourgeoisie is impossible 
without a long, stubborn and desperate war of life and death, 
a war demanding perseverance, discipline, firmness, indomi- 
lablencss and unity of will. 
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1 repeat, the experience of the victorious dictatorship of the 
proletariat in Russia has clearly shown even to those who are 
unable to think, or who hdve not had occasion to ponder oVfer 
this question, that absolute centralization and the strictest dis- 
cipline of the proletariat constitute one of the fundamental con- 
ditions for victory over the bourgeoisie. 

This is often discussed. Bu|^ not nearly enough thought is 
given to what it means, and to the conditions that make it 
jiossiblc. Would it not be bettor if greetings to the Soviet gov- 
ernment and the Bolsheviks were more frequently accompanied 
hy a profound analysis of the reasons why the Bolsheviks were 
able to build up the discipline the revolutionary proletariat 
needs? 

As a trend of political thought and as u political party, 
Bolshevism exists since 1903. Only the history of Bolshevism 
during the whole jicriod of its existence can satisfactorily ex- 
plain why it was able to build up and to maintain under most 
difficult conditions the iron discipline that is needed for the 
victory of the proletariat. 

And first of all the question arises; how is the discipline of 
the revolulitaiary party of tlie proletariat maintaiiied? How 
is it tested? Ilow is it reinforced? First, by the class conscious- 
ness of the proletarian vanguard and by its devotion to the rev- 
olution, hy its perseverance, self-sacrifice and heroism. Sec- 
ondly, by its ability to link itself with, to keep in close touch 
with, and to a certain extent, if you like, to merge with the 
broadest masses of the toilers — primarily with the proletariat, 
but also with the non-proletarian toiling masses. Thirdly, by 
the correctness of the political leadership exercised by this 
vanguard, by the correctness of its political strategy and tac- 
tics, provided that the broadest masses have been convinced by 
their own experience that they are correct. Without these con- 
ditions, discipline in a revolutionary party that is really capable 
of being a party of the advanced class, whose mission it is to 
overthrow the bourgeoisie and transform the whole of society, 
cannot be achieved. Without these conditions, all attempts to 
establish discipline inevitably fall flat and end in phrasemon- 
gering and grimacing. On the other hand, these conditions can- 
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not arise all at once. They are created only by prolonged effort 
and hard-won experience. Their creation is facilitated by cor- 
rect revolutionary theory, which, in its turn, is not a dogma, 
but assumes Onali shape only in close connection with the prac- 
tical activity of a truly mass and truly revolutionary movement. 

That Bolshevism was able, in 1917-20, iinder unprecedent- 
edly difficult conditions, to build up and successfully maintain 
the strictest centralization andiron discipline was simply due 
to a n^ber of historical peculiarities of Russia. 

On me one hand, Bolshevism arose in 1903 in the very firm 
foundation ot the theory ol Marxism.' And the correctness of 
this — and only this — revolutionary theory has been proved not 
only by the experience of all countries throughout the niiie- 
leenth century, but particularly by the experience of the wan- 
derings and vacillations, the mistakes and disappointments ol 
revolutionary thought in Russia. For nearly half a century — 
approximately from the ’forties to the ’nineties — advanced 
thinkers in Russia, under the oppression of an unparalleled, 
savage and reactionary tsardom, eagerly sought for the correct 
revolutionary theory and followed each and every “Iasi word’’ 
in Europe and America in this sphere with astonishing dili- 
gence and thoroughness. Russia achieved Marxism, the only 
correct revolutionary theory, veritably through suffering, by 
half a century of unprecedented torment and sacrifice, of un- 
precedented revolutionary heroism, incredible energy, devoted 
searching, study, testing in practice, disappointment, verification 
and comparison with European experience. Thanks to 
the enforced emigration caused by tsardom, revolutionary Rus- 
sia in the second half of the nineteenth century possessed a 
wealth of international connections and excellent information 
about world forms and theories of the revolutionary movement 
such as no other country in the world possessed. 

On the other hand, having arisen on this granite theoretical 
foundation, Bolshevism passed through fifteen years (1903-17) 
of practical history which in wealth of experience has had no 
equal anywhere else in the world. For no other country during 
these fifteen years had anything even approximating to this 
revolutionary experience, this rapid and varied succession of 
different forms of the movement — legal and illegal, peaceful 
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and stormy, underground and open, circles and mass move- 
ments, parliamentary and terrorist. In no other country was 
there concentrated during so short a lime such a wealth of 
forms, shades, and methods of struggle involving all classes of 
modern society, and moreover, a struggle which, owing to the 
backwardness of the country and the heaviness of the yoke of 
tsardom, matured with exceptional rapidity and assimilated 
most ‘eagerly and successfully the appropriate '‘last word” of 
American and European political experience. 

April 27, 1920 



WHAt THE “FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE” ARE AND 
HOW THEY FIGHT THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 

(A REPLY TO ARTICLES IN RUSSKOYE BOGATSTVO OPPOSING 
THE MARXlSrS.) 

(Excerpt) 


Generally speaking, the Russian Communists, the Russian 
adherents ol Marvism, ought more than any others to call 
themselves SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS, and in their activities they 
must never torget the enormous importance of DEMOCRACY.* 

In Russia, the remnants of mediaeval, scmi-fcudal institu- 
tions are still so very strong (as compared with Western Eu- 
rope), they impose such a heavy yoke upon the proletariat and 
the people generally, retarding the growth of political thought 
in all ranks and classes, that one cannot refrain from insisting 
how tremendously important it is for the workers to combat 
all feudal institutions, absolutism, the system of social estates 
and the bureaucracy. It must be explained to the worker in the 
greatest detail what a terrible reactionary force these institu- 
tions are, how they intensify the oppression of labour by capi- 
tal, how they degrade the labourers, how they maintain capital 
in its mediaeval forms, which, while not in the least, outdone 
by the modern, industrial forms in the exploitation of laliour, 
supplement this exploitation by placing enormous difficulties 
in the way of the struggle for emancipation. The workers must 

• This is a very important point Plekhanov is quite right when he 
says that our revolutionaries have ’‘two enemies: old prejudices that have 
not >et been entirely eradicated, on the one hand, and a narrow con- 
ception ot the new program, on the other.” See Appendix III (p. 95 in 
this volume. — Ed.) 
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know that unless these pillars of reaction* are overthrown, it 
will be utterly impossible for them to wage a successful struggle 
against the bourgeoisie, because as long as they exist the Kus- 
siao rural proletariat, whose support is an essential condition 
for the victory of the working class, will never cease to be 
downtrodden and cowed, capable only of sullen desperation 
and not ot intelligent and persistent protest and struggle A.nd 
therefore it is the direct duty of the working clas^to ligtit side 
by side with the radical democracy against absolutism {i|nd the 
reactionary estates and institutions — and the Social-Democrats 
must impress this upon the workers, while not for a moment 
ceasing to impress upon them also that the struggle against 
these institutions is necessary only as a means of facilitating 
the struggle against the bourgeoisie, that the achievement of 
general democratic demands is necessary for the worker only 
to clear the road to victory over the chief enemy of the toilers, 
over an institution which is purely democratic by nature, wz., 
capital, which here in Kussia is particularly inclined to sacrifice 
its democracy and to enter into alliance with the reactionaries 
in order to suppress the workers and to still further retard 
the rise of a labour movement. 

What has been said is, I think, sufficient to define the at- 
titude of the Social-Democrats towards absolutism and political 
liberty, and also towards the trend, which has been growing 
particularly strong of late, that aims to “amalgamate” and 

^ A particularly Imposing reactionary institution one to \%hich our 
revolutionaries have paid relatively little attention is our hureaucracq, 
which de facto rules the Russian stale Its ranks filled mainly by com- 
niftners this bureaucracy is both in ontjin and in the purpose and char- 
acter of its activities profoundly bourgeois but absolutism and the enor- 
mous pjlilical privileges of the squirearchy have lent it particiilarlv 
pernicious qualities It is ever a weathercock which regards il as its 
supreme task to reconcile the interests of the landlord and the bourgeois. 
It IS a hidushka using his feudal sympathies and connections to fool the 
workers and peasants and. on the pretext of “protecting the economically 
weak” and acting as their “guardian” against the kulak and usurer re- 
sorts to measures which reduce the toilers to the stalus of a “base rabble,” 
complelcly delivering them into the hands of the feudal landlord and 
making them all the more defenceless against the bourgeoisie. !t is a most 
dangerous hypocrite — having learned from the experience ot the West 
European masters of reaction ft skilfully conceals iLs ^rakcfieyev de- 
signs behind the fig-leaf of love of the people. 
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“unite” all the revdlutionary groups for the winning of polit- 
ical liberty. 

This trend is rather peculiar and characteristic, 
fit is peculiar because the proposal for “unity” does not 
come from a definite group, or groups, with definite programs 
which coincide in one point or another. If it did, the ques- 
tion of unity could ha decided in each separate case; it would 
be a concreti question that could be decided by the represent- 
atives the uniting groups. Then there could be no special 
trend ^vocating “amalgamation.” But there is such a trend, 
and it originates simply with people who have cut adrift front 
the old, and have not moored to anything new. The theory on 
which the fighters against absolutism have hitherto based 
themselves is obviously crumbling, and this is also destroying 
the conditions of solidarity and organization which are essential 
for the struggle. And so. these “amalgamators” and “uniters” 
seem to think that the easiest way to create suah a theory is to 
reduce it all to a protest against absolutism and a demand for 
political liberty, while evading all other questions, socialist and 
non-.socialist. It goes without sajing that this naive fallacy will 
inevitably be refuted at the very first attempts at such union. 

But what makes this “amalgamation” trend characteristic 
is that it expresses one of the latest stages in that proce.ss of 
transformation of militant, revolutionary Narodism into polit- 
ical radical democracy, which I have tried to outline above. A 
durable amalgamation of all the non-Social-Democratic rev- 
olutionary groups under the banner mentioned will be pos- 
sible only when a durable program of democratic demands 
has been drawn up that will put an end to the prejudices of 
the old Russian exceptionalism. Of course, the Social-Demo- 
crats believe that the formation of such a democratic party 
would be a useful forward step; and their work of opposing 
Narodism should further it, should further the eradication of 
all prejudices and myths, the grouping of all Socialists under 
the banner of Marxism and the formation of a democratic 
party by the other groups. 

The Social-Democrats could not, of course, “amalgamate” 
with such a party, cither, for they consider it necessary for the 
workers to organire into an jndependnit workers’ party; hilt 
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the workers would most strongly support any struggle *the 
democrats put up against reactionary institutions. 

The degeneration of Narodism into a common most petty- 
bourgeois radical theory — of which the “friends of the people” 
furnish such striking testimony — shows how serious is the 
mistake committed by those who call upon the workers to 
iiglil absolutism without at tlie same time explaining to them 
the antagonistic character of our social relations-^y virtue of 
which the ideologists of the bourgeoisie also stand for ^litical 
liberty — without explaining to them the historical rolPof the 
Russian worker as the champion of the emancipation of all 
the toiling population. 

The Social-Democrats arc often accused of wanting to 
monopolize Marx’s theory, whereas, it is argued, his economic 
theory is accepted by all Socialists. But what, one asks, is the 
use of explaining to the workers the form of value, the nature 
of the bourgeoisvsysltJm and the revolutionary role of the pro- 
letariat, if here in Russia the exploitation of the toilers is gen- 
erally and universally attributed not to the bourgeois organiza- 
tion of social! economy, but, say, to land hunger, payments, or 
the tyranny of the administration? 

What is the use of expounding the theory of the class 
struggle to the wmrker, if that theory cannot even explain his 
relations to the factory-owner (capitalism in Russia is artifici- 
ally implanted by the government) , not to mention the mass of 
the “people,” who do not belong to the fully-evolved class of 
factory workers? 

How can one accept Marx’s economic theory and its corol- 
lary — the revolutionary role of the proletariat as the organizer 
of Communism through the medium of capitalism, if one tries 
to find ways to Communism other than through capitalism and 
the proletariat it creates? 

Obviously, to call upon the worker to fight for political 
liberty under such conditions would be equivalent to calling 
upon him to pull the chestnuts out of the fire for the progres- 
sive bourgeoisie. For it cannot be denied (it is significant that 
even the Narodniks and the Narodovoltsi' did not deny it) that 

* Narodovoltsi — ^members of “Narodnaya Volya" (“People’s Will”), a 
popular rrvoliilionprv ori?ni>'?atiou whirp resorted to individual torro- 



88 


V. I. L E N I M 


polMcal liberty will primarily serve the interests of the bour- 
(jeoisie and will not improve the conditions of the workers, 
but . . . only the conditions for their struggle . . . against this very 
btttrgeoisie. I say this as against those Socialists who, while 
they do not accept the theory of the Social-Democrats, carry 
their agitation among the workers, having become convinced 
empirically that only among the latter are revolutionary ele- 
ments to be, found. The theory of these Socialists contradicts 
their Kactice, and they make the veiy serious mistake of dis- 
tracting the workers fi'oni their direct task of ORGANIZING A 
SOCIALIST WORKERS’ PARTY. ‘ 

This mistake arose naturally at a time when the class an- 
tagonisms of bourgeois society were as yet quite undeveloped, 
when they were held down by seridom, when the latter gave 
rise to a unanimous protest and struggle on the part of the 
whole ot the intelligentsia, which created the illusion that there 
was something peculiarly democratic about our intelligentsia, 
and that there was no profound gulf between the ideas of the 
liberals and those of the Socialists. Now, however, when eco- 
ncmic development has advanced so far that even those who 
foimerly denied that there was any soil for capitalism in Rus- 
sia admit that it is precisely the capitalist oath of development 
that we have entered, illusions on this score are no longer pos- 
sible. The composition of the “intelligentsia” is coming to be 
just as clear as that of the society engaged in the production of 
material values: while the latter is ruled and governed by the 
capitalist, the “tone” in the former is sel by the rapidly grow- 
ing horde of careerists and bourgeois hirelings, and “intelligent- 


ristic acts against outstanding repiesentii lives of the autocracy as a 
method of political stiuggle . — Ed 

* There arc two ways of arriving at the conclusion that the worker 
must be roused to fight absolutism: either by reg.'iiding the worker as 
the sole champion of the Socialist system, and political fiecdom, therefore, 
as one of the means of facilitating his struggle That is the \iew of the 
Social Democrats Or by appealing to him simply as the man who siilTors 
most from the present s>stem, ^vho has nothing more to lose and who 
can most dclcrinincdlv take up the cudgels against absolutism. But 
that will mean compelling the worker to drag in the wake of the bourgeois 
radicals who refuse to see the antagonism between the proletariat and 
the bourgeoisie behind the solidarity of the whole “people” against 
absolutism. 
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sla” which is contented and satisfied, wifich is a stranger to all 
nonsense and which knows very well what it wants. Far from 
denying this, our radicals and liberals strongly emphasize it 
and strain themselves to prove how immoral U is, condemn*lA, 
strive to confound it, to shame it— and to destroy it. These 
naive efforts to make the bourgeois intelligentsia oshamed of 
being bourgeois are as ridiculous as the efforts of our middle- 
class economists to frighten our bourgeoisie (pleaSing the ex- 
perience of “elder brothers”) by warning them that are 
making for the ruin of the people, the poverty, unemployment 
and starvation of the masses; this sdling in judf*wenl on 
Ihe bourgeoisie and its ideologists is reminiscent of the court 
which was held on the pike, and which condemned it to he 
Ih.’own into the river. Beyond lliese stand the liberal and 
radical “intelligentsia,” who endlessly spout about progress, 
science, truth, the people, etc., and who love to lament the 
passing of the ‘sixties, when tliere was no discord, depression, 
despondency and apalhy, and when all hearts were fired by 
democracy. 

With their characteristic simplicity, these gentlemen refuse 
to understand that the unanimity that then prevailed was due 
to the material conditions ol the time, wluch ean never return; 
serfdom oppressed all equally — the serf Iiailiff, who had saved 
up a bit of money and wanted to live in comfort; the thrifty 
muzhik, who hated, the landlord l)ecause of the dues he had 
to pay him, and because he intertered in his business and tore 
him from his work; the proletarian domestic and impoverished 
muzhik who was sold into bondage to the merchant; all suffered 
from serfdom: the merchant inamifarturer, the worker, the 
kustar and the artisan. The only tic that linked all these people 
togellier was their hostility to serfdom; beyond that unanimity, 
tlie sharpest economic, anfagonisms began How completely one 
must be lulled by sweet illusions to fail to perceive these an- 
tagonisms even today, when they have liccome so enormously 
developed, and to weep for the return of the times of unanim- 
ity, when the realities of the situation demand struggle, demand 
that everyone who does not desire to he a WILLING or UN- 
WILLING time-server of the bourgeoisie shall take his stand 
on the side of the proletariat! 
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If you refuse to believe the florid talk about the “interests 
of the people" and try to delve deeper into the matter, you will 
And that you are dealing with the purest ideologists of the 
petty bourgeoisie, m'hich dreams of improving, supporting and 
restoring its (“popular” in their jargon) husbandry by various 
innocent progressive measures, and which is totally incapable 
of understanding that, the relations of production being what 
they are, the only effect such progressive measures can have 
is to proletarianize the iflasses still more. We cannot but be 
grateful to the “friends of the people” for having done so 
much to reveal the class character of our intelligentsia and for 
thus having fortified- the 'Marxists’ theory that our small pro- 
ducers are petty-bourMois, They must inevitably hasten the 
dissipation of the old illusions and mytlis that have so long 
confused the minds of the Russian Socialists. The “friends of 
the people” have so mauled, vulgarized and soiled tliese theories 
that the Russian Socialists who held them are confronted with 
the inexorable dilemma- -either to revise them, or to abandon 
them altogether and leave them to the exclusive use of the gen- 
tlemen who with smug solemnity announce urbi et orhi that 
the rich peasants are buying implements, and who with seri- 
ous mien assure us that we must welcome people who have 
grown w^ary of sitting around card tables. And in this strain 
they talk about a “popular system” and the “intelligentsia” — 
talk, not only with a serious air, but in pretentious, pompous 
phrases about broad ideals, aI>out an ideal treatment of the 
problems of life! . . . 

The Socialist intelligentsia can expect to perform fruitful 
work only when it abandorts its illusions and begins to seek 
support in the actual, and not the desired development of Rus- 
sia, in the actual, and not the possible economic relations of 
society. Moreover, its THEORETICAL >jork must be directed 
towards the concrete slitdij of all forms of economic antagon- 
ism in Russia, the study of their connections and sequence of 
development; it must disclose these antagonisms wherever they 
have been concealed by political history, by the peculiarities 
of legal systems or by established theoretical prejudices. It must 
present an integral picture of our conditions as 'a definite sys- 
tem of relations of production, it must show that the exphita- 
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tion and expropriation of the toilers are inevitable under tMs 
system, and must point the way out of this system as indicated 
by economic development. 

This theory, based on a detailed study of Russian history 
and realities, must furnish an answer to the needs of the prole- 
tariat — and if it satisfies the requirements of science, then every 
awakening of the protesting thought of the proletariat will in- 
evitably guide this thought into the channels of Social-Democ- 
racy. The farther the building up of ibis theory advances, the 
more rapidly will Social-Democracy grow; for even the most 
artful guardians of the present system cannot prevent the 
awakening of the thougiit of the proletoiiat, because this sys- 
tem itself necessarily and inevitably leads to the intensified ex- 
propriation of the producers, to the continuous growth of the 
proletariat and of its reserve army, simultaneously with the 
progress of social wealth, the enormous growth of productive 
forces, and the socialization of labour by capitalism. Although 
a great deal has still to he done to build up this theory, the 
accomplishment of thus task by the Socialists is guaranteed by 
the spread among them of materialism, the only scientific 
method, a method which demands that every program shall be 
a precise formulation of the actual process; it is guaranteed by 
the success of Social-Democracy, which has adopted these 
ideas — a success which has so stirred up our liberals and demo- 
crats that, as a certain Marxist puts it, their bulky magazines 
have ceased to be dull. 

In thus emphasizing the necessity, importance and immen- 
sity of the theoretical work of the Social-Democrats, I have 
not the least desire to suggest that this work must take preced- 
ence over PRACTICAL work* — still less that the latter he post- 
poned until the former is completed. Only the admirers of the 
“subjective method in^^iology,” or the followers of utopian 
Socialism, could arrive at such a concl«.sion. Of course, if it 


* On thp contrary, the practical work of propaganda and agitation 
must always take precedence, because: (1) theoretical work only provides 
replies to the problems which practical work raises, and (2) the Social 
Democrats, for rijasons over which they have no control, are too often 
rompelled to confine themselves to theoretical work not to vahif highly 
e\rrv moment when practirnl work brenmes possible. 
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presumed that the task of Socialists is to seek “difTerent 
[from the actual] paths of development” for the country, then, 
naturally, practical work becomes possible only when philo- 
sophical geniuses discover and indicate these “different paths”; 
and the discovery and indication of these paths will, in turn, 
mark the close of theoretical work, and the beginning of the 
work of those who are to direct the “fatherland” along the 
“newly discovered” “different paths." The position is altogether 
different when the task of the Socialists is understood to mean 
that they must be the ideological leaders of the proletariat in 
its 'actual struggle against actual and real enemies who pursue 
the actual path of social and economic development. In these 
circumstances, theoretical and practical work merge into one, 
which the veteran German Social -Democrat, Liebkneeht, aptly 
described as: 

Studieren, Propagandieren, Organisieren.^ 

It is impossible to be an ideological leader without perform- 
ing the above-mentioned theoretical work, just as it is impos- 
sible to be an ideological leader without directing this work 
to meet the requirements of the cause, and without propagating 
the results of this theory among the workers and helping Ihem 
to organize. 

Presenting the task in this way will guard Social-Democracy 
against the defects of dogmatism and sectarianism from which 
Socialist groups so often suffer. 

There can be no dogmatism where the supreme and sole 
criterion of a doctrine is whether or not it conforms to the 
actual process of social and economic development; there can 
}>c no sectarianism when the task undertaken is to assist the or- 
ganizing of the proletariat, and when, therefore, the role of the 
“in|elllgentsia" is to make special leaders from among the in- 
telliccntsia unnecessary. 

j^ence, notwithstanding the differences of opinion existing 
among Marxists on various theoretical questions, the methods 
of their political activity have remained unchanged ever since 
the group arose. 

* .Slurlv propaganda, organir-'ilion.— Ed, 
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The political activities of the Social-Democrats consist in 
assisting the development and organization of the working-class 
movement in Russia, in transforming it from its present state 
of sporadic attempts at protests, “riots” and strikes which lack 
a guiding idea, into an organized struggle of the WHOLE Rus- 
sian working CLASS directed against the bourgeois regime and 
striving for the expropriation of the expropriators and the 
abolition of the social system which is based on the oppression 
of the toilers. Underlying these activities is the common con- 
viction of all Marxists that the Russian worker is the sole and 
natural representative of the whole toiling and exploited pop- 
ulation of Russia.' 

He is their natural representative because the exploitation 
of the toilers in Russia is everywhere capitalistic in nature, if we 
leave out of account the moribund remnants of serf economy: 
only the exploitation of the mass of producers is on a small scale, 
scattered and undeveldped, whereas the exploitation of the fac- 
tory proletariat is on a large scale, socialized and concentrated. 
In the former case, exploitation is still enmeshed by mediaeval 
forms, by various political, legal and social trappings, tricks 
and devices, which hinder the toiler and his ideologist in per- 
ceiving the essence of the system which oppresses the toiler, 
and the way out of this system. In the latter case, on the con- 
trary, exploitation is fully developed and emerges in its pure 
form, witnout any confusing minutise. The worker can no 
longer fail to see that it is capital that is oppressing him, and 
that his struggle must be waged against the bourgeois class. 
And this struggle, which is a struggle for the satisfaction of 
his immediate economic needs, for the improvement of his 
material conditions, inevitably demands that the workers or- 
ganize, and inevitably becomes a war not against individuals, 
but against a class, the class which not only in the factories, 
but everywhere oppresses and crushes the toilers. That is why 
the factory worker is none other than the foremost representative 

• The man of the future in Russia is the muzhik — thought the represent- 
atives of peasant Socialism, the Narodniks in the broadest sense of the 
term. The man of the future in Russia is the worker — think the Social- 
Democrats. That is bow the view of the Marxists was formulated in a 
certain manuscript. 
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of the whole exploited population. And in order that he may fulfil 
his function of representative in an organized and sustained 
struggle, it is not at all necessary to enthuse him with “perspec- 
tives”; ail that is needed is to make him understand his posi- 
tion, to make him understand the poiitical and economic 
structure of the system that oppresses him and the necessity 
and inevitability of class antagonism under this system. The 
position of the factory worker in. the general system of capital- 
ist relations makes him the sole fighter for the emancipation of 
the working class, for only the higher stage of development of 
capitalism, large-scale machine industry, creates the material 
conditions and the social forces necessary tor this struggle. In 
all other places, where the forms of development ot capitalism 
arc low, these material conditions are absent: production is 
scattered among thousands of tiny enterprises (and they do not 
cease to be scattered enterprises even under the most equalitar- 
ian forms of communal landomnersfup) , the exploited for the 
most part still possess tiny enterprises, and are thus tied to the 
very bourgeois system they should be fighting: this retards and 
hinders the development of the social forces that are capable 
of overthrowing capitalism. Scattered, individual, petty exploi- 
tation binds the toilers to a particular place, disunites them, 
prevents them from appreciating their class solidaiity, pre- 
vents them from uniting and understanding that the cause of 
their exploitation is not any particular individual, but the 
whole economic system. Large-scale capitalism, on the con- 
trary, inevitably severs all the workers’ ties with the old society, 
with a particular locality and a particular exploiter; it unites 
them, compels them to think and puts them in conditions 
which enable them to commence an organized struggle. Ac- 
cordingly, it is on the working class that the Social-Democrats 
concentrate all their attention and all their activities. When its 
advanced representatives have mastered the ideas of scieiililic 
Socialism, the idea of the historical role of the Russian worker, 
wh^ these ideas spread far and wide, and when there arise 
among the workers durable organizations which will transform 
the present sporadic economic war of the workers into a con- 
scious class struggle — ^tben'fhe Russian WORKER, rising at 
the head of all the democratic elements, will overthrow absolut- 
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ism and lead the RUSSIAN PROLETARIAT (side by side with 
the proletariat of ALL COUNTRIES) along the straight road of 
open political struggle towards the VICTORIOUS COMMU- 
NIST REVOLUTION. 

The End. 
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Appendix- III 

Wlteii I speak ot the narrow eonceplion oi Marxism, I 
have the Marxists themselves in mind. One cannot 'help re- 
marking in this connection that Mai-xisin is most atrociously 
narrowed and garbled when our liberals and radicals under- 
take to expound it in the pages of the legal press. What an 
exposition it is! Only think how this revolutionary doctrine 
must be mutilated in or^ler to fit it into the Procrustean bed 
ot the Russian ceusorshipl Yet our publicisls hghlheartedly 
perform that operation: Marxism as they expound it is practic- 
ally reduced to a doctrine of how under the capitalist system 
individual properly, based on the labour of the owner, uuder- 
gocs its dialectical development, how it becomes converted into 
its negation, and is then socialized. And with a serious mien, 
they assume the whole content of Marxism to he in this 
“scheme,” ignoring all the specific features of its sociological 
method, the doctrine of the cliass struggle, and ths direct pur- 
pose of the enquiry, namely, to disclose all the forms of an- 
tagonism and exploitation in order to help the proletariat get 
rid of them It is not surprising that the result is something 
so pale and wan that our radicals begin to bewail the poor 
Russian Marxists. We should think sol Russian absolutism and 
Russian reaction would not be absolutism and reaction if it 
were possible, while they exist, to expound Marxism fully, 
exactly and completely, setting forth its conclusions without 
reservation! And if our liberals and radicals knew Marxism 
properly (if only, from German literature), they would scruple 
to disfigure it so in the pages of the censored press If a theory 
cannot be expounded-^keep silent, or make the reservation 
that you are expounding it far from completely, that you are 
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omitting what is most essentiall in it; but when you are ex* 
pounding only fragments how can you say that it is narrow? 

That indeed, is the only reason for the curious fact, pos- 
sible only in Russia, that people are counted Marxists who have 
no conception of the class struggle, of the. antagonism neces- 
sarily inherent in capitalist society, and of the development of 
this antagonism; who have no idea of the revolutionary’ role 
of the proletariat; who even directly come forward with bour- 
geois projects, provided only they contain such catchwords as 
“money economy,” its “necessity,” and similar expressions, 
which to regard as specifically Marxist requires all the intellec- 
tual profundity of a Mr. Mikhailovsky.* 

Marx on the other hand considered that the whole value of 
his theory lay in the fact that it is “by its very nature a crit- 
ical^ and revolutionary theory.” And this latter quality is in- 
deed completely and unconditionally characteristic of Marx- 
ism, for this theory directly sets out to disclose all the forms 
of antagonism and exploitation in modern society, to trace their 
evolution, demonstrate their transient character, the inevita- 
bility of their transformation into a dilfcrent form, and thus 
help the proletariat as quickly and easily as possible to put an 
end to all exploitation. The irresistible attraction which draws 
the Socialists of all countries to this theory Indeed lies in the 
fact that it is at one and the same time strictly and profoundly 
scientific (representing as it does the last word in social science) 
and revolutionary, and combines the two not by chance, not 
only because the founder of the doctrine combined in his own 
person the qualities of a scientist and a revolutionary, but in- 
trinsically and inseparably, in the theory itself. For, indeed, the 
purpose of theory, the aim of science, as directly laid down 

1 Mikhailovsky N. K. (1842-1002) — ^prominent theoretician of the 
Narodovoltsi in 1880-1890. Carried on a fierce struggle against Marx 
ists. — Ed. 

* Note that Marx is speaking here of materialist criticism, which 
alone he regards as scientific — a criticism, that is, which compares the 
political, legal, social and other facts with economics, with the system of 
production relations, with the interests of the classes that inevitably spring 
from all antagonistic social relations. That Russian sociai relations are 
antagonistic, nobody could surely doubt But nobody has yet endeavoured 
to take them as a baus for such a criUcism. 
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here, is lo assist the clasps oi the oppressed in its actual eco- 
nomic struggle. 

“We do not say to the world: Cease strugyUny — your whole 
struggle is futile. All we do is to provide it with a true slogan 
of the struggle.’* 

Hence, according to Marx, the direct purpose of science is 
to provide a true slogan of the struggle, that is, to be able to 
present this struggle objectively, as* the product of a definite 
system of relations of production, to be able to understand the 
necessity of this struggle, its meaning, course and conditions of 
development. It is impossible to provide a “slogan of the strug- 
gle” unless every separate form of the struggle is minutely stud- 
ied, unless cveiy one ol its steps in the transition Irom one 
tonn lo another is followed, so as lo make it possible to deiine 
the situation at any given moment, without losing sight of the 
geneial character ol the struggle and its general ami, namely, 
the complete and linal abolition of all exploitation and all op- 
pression. 

Try lo compare with Marx s “critical and revolutionary” 
theory the insipid trash which “our well-known” N. K. Mikh- 
ailovsky set lorth in his “ciilicism” and tilled at, and you 
will be ,.sU)nished that there can really be people who regard 
Ibeinsclves as “ideologists of the toiling class,” yet confine 
themselves- -to that “flat disc” into which our publicists trans- 
form the Marxian tlicory by expunging everything that is vital 
in it. 

Try to compare with the demands of this theory our Narod- 
nik lileiature, which also, yon know, is motivated by the desire 
lo he the ideological leader of the toiler, a literature devoted 
to ihe liislory and lo the present state of our economic sys- 
tem in general and of tlie peasantry in particular, and you will 
he astonished that Socialists could remain satisfied with such a 
theory, which confined itself to studying and describing distress 
and to moralizing over it. Serfdom is depicted not as a defi- 
nite form of economic organization which gives rise lo exploita- 
tion of such and such a kind, to such and such antagonistic 
classes, to such and such political, legal and other systems, but 
simply as an abuse on the part of the landlords and an in- 
juslice to the peasants. The Feasant Reform is depicted, not as 

7 — CihU 
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a clash of definite economic forms jand of definite economic 
classes, but as a measure of the authorities, who “chose” a 
“false path” by mistake, despite their very best intentions. 
Post-Reform Russia is depicted as a deviation from the true 
path, accompanied by the distress of the toiler, and not as a 
definite system of antagonistic relations of production with 
such and such a course of development. 

Now. however, there can be no doubt that this theory has 
lost credit, and the sooner Russian Socialists realize that with 
the presenl level of knowledge there can be no revolutionary 
theory except Marxism, the sooner they devote all their efTorts 
to applyius this theory to Russia, theoretically and practically 
the surer and quicker will be the success of revolutionary 
work. 

lS9t 



A PROTEST BY RUSSIAN SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 

At a meeting of Social-Demociats, seventeen in number, held 
at a certain place (in Russia), the following resolution was 
unanimously passed and it was resolved to publish it and 
to submit it to all the comrades for theif consideration 

A tendency has been observed among Russian Social-Dem- 
ocrats recently to depart from the fundamental principles of 
Russian Social-Democracy that were proclaimed by the found- 
ers and front-rank flgt\tcrs, the members of the “Emancipa- 
tion of Labour” Group,* as well as in the Social-Democratic 
publications, of tlhe Russian workers’ organizations of the 
'nineties. The Credo* reproduced below, which is presumed to 
express the fundamental views of certain (“young”) Russian 
Social-Democrats, represents uii attempt at a systematic and 
definite exposition of the “new views.” The following is the 
Credo in full. 

“The handicraft and manufacture period in the West loft a sharp 
impress on the whole of subsequent history and particularly on the his- 
tory of So^al-Democracy. The fact that the bourgeoisie was obliged to 
flght for free forms, that it strove for release from the guild regulaitlons 
which fettered production, made the bourgeoisie a revolutionary element; 
everywhere in the West it began with liberti, fraierniti, tgaliti, (liberty, 
fraternitj’, cqualifiir) with the aichievem®t of free political forms. By these 
gaii|s, however, as Bismarck expressed it, it drew a bill on the future 
payable to its antipode — the working class. Almost everywhere in the 
West, the working class, as a class, did not win the democratic institutions 
— it made use of them. Against this it may be argued that the working 


r “Emnneipation of Labour" Group— -the first Russian Marxist grouf 
founded by G. V. Plekhanov in 1883, in Switaerland, which did a great 
deal to disseminate Marxism in Russia. — Ed, 

* Creed, program, world-ontloek — Ed. 
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dass look part in revolutions. A reference to history «vall irefute Uiis 
opiAikm because, precisely in 1848, when the consoliidation of Constitutions 
took place in the West, the working class consisted of the urban artisan 
element, represented urban democracy; a factory proletariat hardly existed, 
while the proletariat employed in large-scale industry (the German weavers 
— Hauptmann,! The Weavers of Lyons) represented a wild mass capable 
only of rioting, but not of advancing any political 'demands. It can be 
definitely staled that the Gonatitutions of 1^8 were won by the bourgeoisie 
and the small urban artisans. On the other hand, the working clais*s (arti- 
sans, manufactory workers, printers, weavers, watchmakers, etc.) have 
been accustomed since the Middle Ages to membcTS'hip in organizations, 
in mutual aid societies, reiligiious societies, etc. This spirit of organization 
IS still alive among the skilled workers in the West and sharply distin- 
guishes them from the factory proletariat who submit to organization badly 
and slowly and are cftpable only of forming lose organisation (temporary 
oirganizations) and not permanent organizations with rulm and regulations. 
These skilled mamifacturing labourers comprised the core of Social- 
Democratic parties. Thus, the following picture was obtained: on the one 
hand, relatively easy and complete opportunity for political struggle; on 
the other hand, tlie opportunity foi the systematic organization of this 
struggle with the aid of the 'workers who had been trained in the manu- 
facturing period It was on this basis that theoretical and practical Marxism 
grew up in the West. The starling point was the parliamentary political 
Struggle with the prospect — only superficially rescanhOing iManquflMii,^ but 
of a totaMy different origin — with the prospect of capturing power, on 
ttie one hand, and of a Zusammenbruch (cataclysm) on the other. Marxism 
was the theoretical expression of the prevailing practice: of the pohtical 
struggle which prevailed over the economic struggile. In Belgium and 
in France, but particularly in Germany, the workers organized the poll lira) 
struggle with incredible ease, but it was with enormous difficulty and 
tremendous friction that they organized the economde struggle. Even to 
this day the economic organizations compared with the political organiza- 
tions (this does not apply to England), are extra ordinaiily weak and 
unstable, and everywhere laisseni a disirer quelque chose (leave much 
to be desired). While the energy in the political struggle had not yet been 
eompletely exhausted, Zusammenbruch was an essential organizational 
Schlagwort (catchword) destined to play an extremely Lumortant historical 
lole. The fundamental law that can be discerned in sitiraying the labour 


! Gerhart Hauptmann (1862) — German poet and dramatist. Author of 
The Weauers, a drama depicting the uprising of the Silesian weavers in 
the 1840’s.— E(f. 

* Blanquism — one of the trends in the French Socialist movement ol 
which Louis Augusite Blanqui (1805-1881), a prominent French revolution- 
ary, was the leading spirit. '"iBlanquism,” wrote Lenin, hoped **to free 
humanity from wage slavery not by means of the class sltuggle of the 
proletariat but by means of a conspiracy of a select intellectual minor 
ity.”— Ed. 
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movement is the line ot least resistance. In the West, tills line was political 
activity, and Marxism, as formulated in the Communist Manifesto^ was 
the best possible form the movement could assume. But when all energy 
had* been exhausted in the political activity, when the pothtical movement 
had reached a point oi intensity beyond wliidi it was difficult and almost 
impossible to lead it (Ihc slow increase in voles lately, ihe apathy of the 
public at meetings, the note ot despondency in literature), on the othei 
hand, the ineirectivcness ol parliamentary action and the entry into the 
arena of the ignorant masses of the unorganized and almost unorganizable 
factory proletariat gave rise in the West to what is now called Bernstein* 
ism,^ the crisis of Marxism. It is difiiculi to imagine a more logical pro- 
ces<i of development of the labour niovemeiil Irom tin peiiocl ol the 
Communist Manifesto to the period of Bernstcinism, and a caret ul study 
ol the whole of this process can deterniinc with astronomicail exactitude 
the outcome of this '"crisis." The point at issue here is, of couise, not 
the defeat or victor v ot Beinsteiiiism -that is of little inleresl; it is the 
lundamental change in practical activity that has been gradually taking 
place for a long time witliiii the parties. 

This change will take place not only in the direction of u more enei 
xelK* piosfi iilion ut the ecoiionuc struggle and ol the consolidation ot lh» 
irunoriiio organ!/ ilimis, hut also, and this is most important, in the direi 
lion ot A change in the attitude of the parlies towards other opposition 
paities. Intolerant Mnixism, negative Marxism, primitive Marxism (whose 
lonceplion of the class division ot society is too sghmatic), will gne wa> 

to demiHiatir Marxism, and the social posiilion at the paity in modem 
\ocietv must undergo a sharp change. The party will recognize society. 
Its narrow I’orporalive and, in Uie majority of cases, sectarian tasks will 
t>e widened to social tasks, and its striving to seize power will be trans 
toimed into a Nlriving tor change a sliiving to reform present day so 
4 lelv ill a democratic direction adapted to the present stdle ol alfaars 
witli Itie object of protcH'ting the rights (all rights) ol ttie toiling classc^ 
ill the most successful and fullest way. The concept ol ‘politics’ will be 
enlarged to truly social significance, and the practical demands ol the 
moment will acquire greater weight and will be able to count on iceeiv 
ing greater attention than they have been getting up to now. 

“From this brief descrqitioii otl the process ol rJevelopnienl ol tin* 
labour movemerrf in the West, it is not dillicult to diaw eoncluseins toi 
Russia. In Russia, the line of least resistance will never lend in the duee 
lion of political activity. The incredible political oppression that pievaiF 
gives rise to much talk about it and it is on this that attention is con 
eentraled: but it will never result in action being taken WJiiile, in the 
West, the fact that the workers w^ere drawn into political activity served 


* Bcrmleintsni an opportunist trend in the uileriidLioJial Suct.il 
Democratic niovemenl vvhidti first appeared at the end of Ihe nineteenth 
<tMitury of which Edward Bernstein, a German Social-Domocrat, was the 
leading light. Bernstein strove to revise the revolutionary doctrines ot 
Marx in the spirit of bourgeois liberalism.— Ed. 
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to strengthen and cr^slaJlize tlie weak forces ot the workers, in Russia, 
on Iho contrary, these weak foices arc confronted with a wall of poliucal 
oppression, and not only do they lack practical means ol fighting this 
oppression, an'd hence, also ol their own development, but they are 
systematically strangled and cannot even give forth weak shoots. If to 
this we add that the working class in our country lias nut inheiiled the 
spirit ol uigani/atioii which distinguished the fighters in the West, we 
gel a gloomy picture, one that is likely to drive into despondency the most 
optiniishc Marxist wdio be1io\es that an extra lactoiy chimney slack, b} 
the sei> lad that it exists, will bring great prosperity. The economic strug- 
gle too js haul, infinitely hard, but it is possible to wage il, it is in lad boiin^ 
waged by the masses themselves. By leaining to organise in the midst of 
this sliuggle, and coming hito constant conflict wdth the political regime 
m the course ot it, the Russian worker will at last create what may be 
called the form of a labour movement, the orgaiii/ation or organizations 
that will best contorm to Russian conditions. At the present, it can be said 
with ceiluinly that the Russian labour movenionl is still in the amoeba 
slate and has not jet created any form. The strike mo\eniciil, whleli u 
going on w.lli all lypes ol orgum/aliun, caniiot yet he dcsciibed as llu 
crystallized form of the Hiissidii movement, whereas the undeigiound 
organizations are not worth consideiation even from the meie quaiUitatlvi 
point of view (quite apart from the question of their usefulness under 
present conditions). 

“That is the situation. II to this we add the famine and the pioees-' 
ot the ruination ot the countryside, which give rise to the Slreikbrecher 
ism,^ and, consequently, to even greater difficulties in the way of raising 
the masses of the workers to a more tolerable cultural level, then . . . well, 
what is there to do for tlie Russian Marxist?! The talk about an independ 
cut woikers' political parly is nothing but the product of an attempt 
to transplant alion tasks and alien results to our soil. The Russian Marxist, 
so far, is a sad spectacle. His practical tasks at the present lime are paltry, 
his theoretical knowledge, in so far as he utilizes it, not as an instrument 
for research but as a scheme for activity, is w^orthless for the purpose 
of fulfilling even those pallry practical tasks. Moreoior, these borrow’ed 
schemes arc harmful from the piaclical point of view. Our Marxists 
forget that the working class in the West entered the field of political 
activity after it had alicady been cleared, and, are too cuntemptqous ot 
tlie radical or liberal opposition activity of all other noTi-labo<ur strata 
of society. The slightest attempt to concentrate attention on public 
manifestations of a liberal political character rouses the protests of the 
orthodox Marxists who torget that n number of historical conditions 
prevent us from being Western Marxists and demand of us a differcnl 
Marxism, applicable to and necessary for Russian conditions. Obviously, 
the fact that every Russian citizen lacks political feeling and sense cannot 
be compensated by talk about politics or by appeals to a non-existenf 
power. This political sense can only be acquired by training, i.c., by parti- 


Strike breaking, scabbing — Ed 
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riputing in tlie life (however un-Marxian it may be) that is offered bv 
linssian conditions. lIo\^e\p^ opportune (temporarily) ‘negation* may 
have Ix'en in the Woat, It is harmful in Russia, because negation coming 
from’ something that is organized and having real power is one thing 
wheieas negation coming fioin an amorphous mass of scattered indi\iduals 
IS another thing. 

“There is c»iily one w.iy out foi the Russian Marxist: he must par- 
ticipate, f. c, assist in the economic struggle of the proletariat, and take 
pan in libel al opposition activity. As a ‘negator,’ the Russian Marxist 
eaine on the scene very early, and this negation weakened that share of 
his energy that should be used hi the direction of political radicalism 
For the time being, this is not terrible: but if the class scheme prevents 
the Russian inteliecUial from taking an actise pail in life and lenioses 
liin* to loo great a distance from opposition circles, it svill be a seri 
oils lo«s to all those who are compelled to fight lor eonslitutional foinis 
stpauiMv 1n»m the ssorKing class, which has not yel pul forwaid polit 
i^'al tasks The poiilical innocence of the Russian Mar\ist intellectual 
^^hicll is concealed behind liis cerebric uisiiuisitions as political lo])ics 

mav plav the mischief ssitli him.” 

\ 

We do not know whether there arc many Riissian Social- 
Democrats who share these views. Bui Ihere is no doubt that 
ideas of Hus kind Iiavp their adlierenl.s. and tliat is why we feel 
ot)tif^ed to prote-il oale'torieally ns^aiiisi such views and to warn 
.dl comrades of the danger of Russian Social-Democracy beini? 
diverted from Hie path it has already chosen for itself, vi:.. 
itie forinalion of an independent political workers' parts 
ss'hii'h shall be inseparable from Hie clas.s stru^»gle of Hie pro 
lelarial. and whicii .shall have for its immediate aim the win- 
ning of political liberty. 

The aJiove-qiiofod Credo represents, firstly, “a brief dcscrip- 
lion of the process of development of the labour movement in 
lh(‘ West,” and, secondly, “conclusions to he drassm for Russia.” 

First of all, the conception of the history of the West 
I'hiropean labour mos'cment presented liy the authors of the 
Credo is entirely wrong. It is not true to say that the working 
class in the West did not take part in lH'c struggle for political 
liberty and in political res'olutions. The history of Ihe Chartist 
movement and tin* revolution.s of 18t8 in France, Germany and 
.\ustria prove the opposile. It is absolulely untrue to say lhal 
“Mar.xism was the Iheorctical expression of Hic prevailing 
practice: of the poiilical struggle which prevailed over the eco- 
nomic struggle.” On Ihe eonlrarv, “Marxism” appeared when 
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nun-tl<Dlitical socialism prevailed (“Owenisni,’’ “Fourierism,” 
“true socialism”) and the Communist Manifesto took up the 
cudgels at once against non-political socialism. Even wHicn 
Marxism came out fully armed with theory {Capital) and or- 
ganized the celebrated International Workingmen’s Association, 
the political struggle was by no means the prt vailing practice 
(narrow trade unionism in England, anarchism and Proudhon- 
isni in the Latin countries). The great historic service per- 
formed by Lassalle in Germany lay in the fact that ht‘ trans 
formed the working class from a tail of the liberal bourgeoisie 
into an independent political party. Marxism linked up the 
economic and th'* political stiuggles of the working class into 
a single inseparable whole; and the efforts of the authors ol 
the Gredo to separate these two forms of struggle represent their 
most elumsv and deplorable departure from Marxi.sm. 

Furthermore, the authors of the Credo are utterly wrong in 
respect to the present state ot the West European labour move 
ment and to the theory of Marxism, under the banner of which 
that movement is marching. To talk about the “crisis of Marx 
ism” is merely to repeat the nonsense of the bourgeois harks 
who are doing all they can to exaggerate every disagreement 
among the Socialists and represent it as a split in the Socialist 
parties. The iiotnriouj) Hernsteinism— in the sense in whieh it 
is understood by the general public, and by the aulhors of the 
Credo in particular - is an attempt to narrow the theory ol 
\rprxisni, an attempt to convert the revolutionary workers’ 
(lartv into a reformist party; and. as was to be expected, this 
attempt has been strongly condemned by the majority of the 
German Social-Democrats. Opportunist trends have more than 
once revealed themselves in the ranks of German Social 
Democracy, and on every occasion they have been repudiated 
by the Party, which loyally guards the principles of revolution- 
ary international Social-Democracy. Wc are convinced that 
(very attempt to transplant opportunist views to Russia will 
enco.unter an ecpially determined resistance on the imrt of the 
great majority of Russian Social-Democrats. 

Similarly, there can be no .suggestion of a “radical change 
in the practical activity” of the We.sl Europeaq vrorkers’ parties, 
In spite of what the aulhors of the Credo say: the tremendous 
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importance ot the economic struggle of the proletariat, and Ihe 
necessity lor such a struggle, was recognized by Marxism*^from 
the very oulsol: aiifl even in the ’forties Marx and Engels op- 
posed the utopian Socialists w^ho denied tlic importance of this 
struggle. 

When the lutei national Workingmen's Association was 
lormed aboul twenty vears later, tlie question of the importance 
of trade unions and of the economic struggle was raised at its 
\erj’ first Congress, at Geneva in ISOfi. The resolution adopted 
at that Cnngrcis spoke e\plioitly <)| the importance of the eco- 
iioniic stiuggle and warned the Socialists and the workers, on 
Ihe one hand against exaggerating the impoitance of this 
"tiuggle (which the English woikeis were inclined to do at that 
lime) and. on Ihe other, against undeiestiinaling its importance 
I which the French and Ihe <lermans, jiartienlarly the Lassal 
leans, were iiicliiied to do) The rcsolulinn aeknowdedged that 
Ihe trade unions were not only a natural, hut also an essential 
(ihenomenon iiiuler capitalism and saw' in them an extremely 
important means of organi/ing the working class for its daily 
stiuggle against capital and tor Ihe abolition of wage labour 
Ihe resolution declared that the bade unions must nol devote 
.dtenlioii evciusiseh to the 'immediate slrugglc against eapi- 
lal.’’ miisl nol remain aloof to the general political and social 
movement ot the working Uiev must not pm sue “nm 

low” aims hut musi strive lor the complete enianeipation of 
Hie \ast masses nl Ihe ojipiessed lahonrers Since that time, the 
workers’ pailies in tlie various countries have more than once 
discussed the question and, of course, will discuss it again and 
again, as to whetlier to desole more or less attention at the 
given moment to the economic or the political struggle of the 
l>roletarial; but, Ihe general question, or the ([uestion in prin- 
ciple. Stands today as it ssas presented by Marxism. The eon 
sietion that the class struggle inusl neressarily combine Ihe 
polilioftl and the economic si niggle has become part of the flesh 
and blood ol international Soeial-Demoeraev The experience 
of history has. further, ineoutroserlibly prosed that the ab- 
sence of liberty, or the resiriclion of the political rights of the 
proletaiiat, alsvay-. leads lo the necessits ol putting the political 
struggle in the forefront. 
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Still less can thoro be an}’ suggestion of any serious change 
ill tttfe attitude of the workers’ party towards the oilier opposi- 
tion parties. In this respect, loo, Marxism has mapped out the 
correct line, which is equally remote from exaggerating the 
imiKirtance of politics, from conspiracies (Blanquism, etc.) and 
from decrying polilics or reducing it to opportunist reformist 
patching up of the social system (anarchism, utopian and petty- 
bourgeois socialism, state socialism, professorial socialism, etc.). 
The proletariat must strive to form independent political work- 
ers’ parties, the main aim of which must bo the capture of 
political power by the proletariat for the purpose of organbing 
Socialist society. The proletariat must not regard the other class- 
es and parties as a “single reactionary mass”; on the contrarv. 
it must take jnrt in the W’hole of political and social life, suj)- 
port the piogressive classes and parties against the reactionars 
classes and parties, support every revolutionary movement 
against the present system, champion the interests of every 
oppressed nation or race, of eiery persecuted religion, disfran- 
chised sex. e^c. The arguments the authors of the Credo ad- 
s.mce on this subject merely reveal a desire to obscure the 
class character of fine struggle of the proletariat, a desiie to 
weaken this struggle bv a senseless “recognition of society ” 
to reduce i evolutionarv M.irxism to a trivial reformist trend 
We are convinced that the overwhelming majority of Russian 
Social-Democrats will letallv reject this distortion of the fun- 
<(amental principles of .Social-Democracj’. Their incorrect prem- 
ises regarding the \\’cst European labour movement led llu’ 
aul'hors of the C redo to diaw slill more erroneous “conclusions 
for Russia ” 

The asseilioii that the Russian working class “has not >et 
put forwaid political tasks” simply reveals ignorance of the 
Russian revolutionary movement. Even the Northern Russian 
Workers' l^nion formed in 1878 and the South Russian Work- 
<rs’ Union formed in 1879 pul forward the demand for po- 
litical liberty in their progiam. Alter the reaction of the ’eight- 
ies, the working class repeatedly put forwaid the same demand 
in the ’nineties. The assertion that “the talk about an independ- 
ent woikcrs’ political paily is nothing but the product of an 
attempt to transplant alien tasks and alien results to our soil” 
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reveals a complete failure to understand the historical role of 
the Russian working class and the most vital tasks of Rus- 
sian- Social-Deinocr.icy. Apparently, the program of the authors 
of the Credo inclines to the idea that the working class, ‘‘fol- 
lowing the line of le-usl resistance," should coniine itself to the 
economic struggle while the “liberal opposition elements" light 
for “constitutional forms” with the ‘‘parlicipation” of the Marx- 
ists. The application of such a program would be tantamount 
to political suicide for Russian Social-Democracy, tantamount 
to greatly retarding and restricting the Russian labour move- 
ment and the Russian revolutionary mo' ement (for .us the two 
latter terms are synonymous). The mere fact that it was pos- 
sible for a program like this to appear shows how well ground- 
ed were the fears expressed by one of the foremost dhampions 
of Russian Social-Democracy, P. B. Axelrod, when, at the end 
of 1897, he wrote of thc\po.ssibility of such a. prospect; 

“Tlu* labour movement kicps to the nairow rut ot purely economic 
coiillicts iK-tweoii the workers amt employers and, in its<'lf, lakcii as a 
whole, is not of a political character, while in the struggle lor political 
liberty the advanced strata of the proletariat follow the revolutionary 
eircles anil factions of the so-called intelligentsia.” (Aielrod, The Present 
Taski nnd Tactics o/ the Russian Social-De/nocrais,-Geaevu, 1898, p. 19.) 

Russian Social-Democrats must declare a determined war 
against the whole body of ideas expressed in the Credo, for 
these ideas lead straighl to tlie translation of tliis prospect into 
reality. Russian Social-Democrats must bend every effort to 
translate into reality another prospect, depicted by P. B. .A-xel- 
rod in the following words: 

■‘The other prospect: Social-Democracy will organize tlu* Russian 
proli-lari.it in an independent political parly which will fight tor liberty, 
part/y, side by side and in alliance with the bourgeoif revolutionary 
factions (if such exist), and partly by recruiting directly into its ranks 
or securing the following of the most democratic and revolutionary 
elements of the intelligentsia.” {Ibid., p. 20.) * 

At the time P. B. Axelrod wrote the above lines the declara- 
tions made by Social-Democrats in Russia showed clearly that 
the overwhelming majority of them adhered to the same point 
of view. It is true that one St. Petersburg workers’ paper. 
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Rabochaya Mysl [Workers' Ihouyhtl seemed to incline towanl 
the ideas of the authors of the Credo and in tJie leading article 
on its program (in issue No. 1, Oct. 1897) it, regrettably, ex- 
pressed the utterly erroneous idea, which runs counter to So- 
cial-Democracy, that the ‘‘econoinic basis of the movement” 
may be “obscured by the effort constantly to keep in mind 
political ideals.” At fhe same time, however, another St. Peters- 
burg workers’ newspaper, the St Peterburgski Rabochy Listok 
[St. Petersburg Workers’ Paper] (No. 2, Sept. 1897) emphatic- 
ally expressed the opinion that “the overthrow of the autoc- 
racy . . , can be achieved only by a well organized and numer- 
ically strong workers’ party” and that “organized in a strong 
party” the workers will “emancipate themselves, and the whole 
of Russia, troiii all political and economic oppression.” A third 
newspaper, the Rabochaya (inzeta [U'orAers’ Cazette], in its 
leading article in issue No 2 (Nov. 1897), i^rote; “Thu light 
against the autocratic government for political liberty is the 
immediate task of the Russian labour inovcmeut.” “The Rus 
sian labour movement will increase its torces tenfold if it comes 
out Us a single, harmonious w'hule, with a common name and 
U WCll'knit organization. . . .” “The .sepai^ate workers' circles 
should combine into a single, common party.” "The Russian 
workers' party will be a Social-Democratic Party.” That the 
overwhelming majority of Russian Social- Democrats fully share 
the views expressed by Rabochaya Uazetu is seen from the lact 
that the ('ongress of Russian Social-Democrats which was held 
in the spring of 1898 formed the Russian Social-Democratic 
Labour Party, "published its Manitesto and recognized the Ra 
bochaya Gazeta as the official Organ of the Party Thus, the 
authors of the Credo are retreating an enormous distance from 
the stage of development whidlL Russian Social-Democracy has 
already achieved and recorded in the Manifesto of the Russian 
Social-Democratic Labour Party. If, as the result of desperate 
peritoution by the Russian government, the activities of the 
Party have at tihe present time temporarily subsided and its 
official organ is no lunger appearing, the task of all Social- 
Democrats is to exert every effort finally to consolidate the 
Party, to draw up the Parly program and to revive its official 
organ. In view of the wavering of opinion evidenced by the 
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fact that pTogranrs like the above-examined Credo can apjiear, 
we think it particularly necessary to emphasize tlie following 
fundamental principles that were expounded in the Manifestn 
and which are of enormous importance lor Russian Social- 
Democracy. First: Russian Social-Democracy “desires to be 
and remain the class movement ol the organized masses of 
workers.” Hence it follows that the motto of Social-Democracy 
must be to help the workers not only in their economic, but 
also in their political struggle; to carry on agitation not only 
in connection with immediate economic needs, but also in ' 
connection with all manifestations of jiolilical oppression; to 
carry on propaganda not only of the ideas of seicntijpc Social- 
ism, but also of tbe ideas of democracy. The only banner the 
class movement of tlie workers can have is the theory of rev- 
olutionary Marxism, and 'Russian Social-Democracy must see 
that it is further developed and put into practice, and at the 
same time protect it against those distortions and vulgarizations 
tf. which “fashionable ttieorie.s” are often subjected (and the 
.successes of revolutionary Social-Democ.racy in Russia have 
already made Marxism a “fashionable” theoryj . Wliile concen- 
trating all its efforts at the present time on activity among 
factory workers and mine workers, Social-Democrats must 
not forget that with tlve expansion of the movement they must 
also recruit into the ranks of the masses of tihe workers they 
organize the home workers, artisans, agricultural labourers 
and the millions of ruined and starving peasants. 

Second: “On his strong shoulders the Russian worker must 
and will carry to a head the cause of winning pulitical liberty ” 
Since the immediate task it sets itself is to overthrow absolut- 
ism, -Social-Democracy must act as the vanguard in the fight 
for democracy, and consequently, if for no other reason, must 
give every support to all the democratic elements oj the popula- 
tion of Russia and win them as allies. Only an independent 
workers’ party can serve as a firm bulwark in Ibe fight ag^nst 
the autocracy, and only in alliance with such a party, only by 
supporting it, can all the other fighters for political liberty dis- 
play their activities. 

’fhird and last: “A.s a Socialist movement and Socialist 
trend, the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party carries on 
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the cause and traditions of the whole of tli^ preceding revoiu* 
lionary movement in Russia: considering the task of winning 
political liberty the most important of the immediate tasks of 
the Party as a whole, Social-Democracy is marching towards 
the goal tihat was clearly mapjlted out long ago by the glorious 
representatives of the old Naroanoya Volga.” ’I he traditions of 
the whole preceding revolutionary movemcot demand that the 
Soi'ial-Demoerats shall at the present time concentrate their 
^ITorts on the organization of the Parly, on strengthening its 
► internal discipline, and on developing the technique of secrecy. 
If the representatives of the old* “Narodnaya Volya” managed 
to play an enormous role in the history of Russia in spite of 
the fact fliat only narrow social strata supported the few heroes, 
and in spite of I'he fact that it was by no means a revolutionary 
theory that served as the banner of* the movement, Social-De- 
mocracy, relying on the class struggle of the proletariat, will 
succeed in Incoming invincible. “The Russian proletariat will 
throw oir the voke of autocracy in order, with still greater 
energy, to continue the struggle against capital and t!he bour- 
geoisie for the complete victory of Socialism.” 

We invite all groups of Social-Democllits and all workers’ 
circles in Russia to discus.s the above-quoted Credo and our 
resolution, and to express a definite opinion on the que.stion 
raised, in order that all dilTerences may be removed and in 
order that the work of organizing and strengtheninig the Rus- 
sian Social-Democratic L.abour Party may be accelerated. 

Groups and circles may send their resolutions to the League 
of Russian Social-Domoerats Abroad which, on the basis of 
point 10 of the decision of the ^Congress qf Russian Social- 
Democrats held in 1898. is a part of the Russian Social-Demo- 
cratic Labour Party and its representative abroad,.,^ 

\iigust-Se(|^k(mber t899 
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[iilcrnalional Social-Democracy is at present in a state of 
ineiiuil wavering Hitlierlo the doctrines of Marx and Cn^^els 
were considered to be the firm foundation of revotutiouary 
theory, but voices aie now being raised on all hands declaring 
that these doelrines arc inadequate and obsolete. Whoever de- 
clares liimsell to b(' a Social-Democrat and intends to publish 
a Soeial-Democralic organ' must precisely define his altitude to 
a queslion which is by no means agitating the German Social- 
Democrats alone. 

We stand wholly on the basis of the theory of Marx: this 
theory was f!ie first io transform Socialism from a utopia into 
a science, to lay down a (irm foundation for. this science and 
to indicate the ])ath that must be followed in further develop- 
ing this science and elaborating it in all its parts. It exposed 
the nature ol modem capitalist economy by explaining how 
the lure of the labourer, the purchase of labour power, masks 
the eiislavcmeiil ol millions ol properljlcss people by a handful 
o! <-aiMlalisls, the owners ot the land, lactorles, mines and so 
forth It showed how the whole de\clopment ot modern capi- 
talism tends toward the ousting ol small-scale production by 
large-scale production and creates the conditions which render 
a Socialist order of society possible and necessary. It taught us 
how, beneath the surface ot rooted customs, polittcal intrigues, 
abstruse laws and intricate doctrines, to discerfl the class strug- 
(jlc, the struggle between all species of propertied clas.scs'aad 
Ihe properlyless mass, the proletariat, which stands at the head 
of all the properlyless. It made clear the real task ot a revolu* 
tionary Socialist party: not to invent plans for the refashion- 
ing ot society, not to preach .sermons to the capitalists and their 
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hangers-on about improving the lot of the workers, not to 
hatch conspiracies, but to organize the class struggle of the 
proletariat and to lead this struggle, the ultimate aim of which 
is the conquest of political power by the proletariat and the 
organization of a Socialist society. 

And we now ask: lias anything new been introduced into 
this theory by its loud-voiced “renovators” who have raised so 
much noise iu our day and have grouped themselves around 
the German Socialist Bernstein? Absolutely nothing. They have 
not advanced one single step the science which Marx and 
Engels enjoined us to develop; they have not taught the pro- 
letariat any new methods oi struggle; tliey Ivave only retreated, 
borrowing fragments ol backward theories and preaching to 
the proletariat not the theory of struggle but the theory of ces- 
sion, cession to the most vicious enemies of the proletariat — 
tlie governments and bourgeois parties — who never cease to 
seek for new means oi baiting the Socialists. Plckhanov, one 
of the founders and leaders of Russian Social-Democracy, was 
absolutely right in mercilessly criticizing the latest “criticism’’ 
by Bernstein, whose views have now been rejected by the rep- 
resentatives of the German workers as well (at the Hanover 
Congress). 

We know that a flood of accusations will be showered on 
us for these words; they will cry that wc want to convert the 
Socialist Party into an order of “true believers” which per- 
secutes “heretics” for deviations from “dogma,” for every in- 
dependent opinion, and so forth. We are acquainted with all 
these fashionable and trenchant phrases. Only there is not a 
grain of truth or sense in them. There cannot be a strong So- 
cialist Party without a revolutionary theory which unites all 
Socialists, from which they draw all their convictions, and 
which they Apply in their methods of struggle and means of 
action. To defend such a theory, which to the best of your 
knowledge you Consider to be true, against unfounded attacks 
and attempts to vitiate it, does not imply that you arc an enemy 
of all criticism. We do not regard Marx’s theory as something 
final and inviolable; on the contrary, we are convinced that it 
has only laid the cornerstones of the science which Socialists 
must advance in all directions if they do not want to lag behind 



OUB PROGRAM 


113 


the march of lile. We think that an independent elaboration of 
Marx's theory is especially necessary for Russian Socialists, 
since this theory provides only general guiding principles which, 
in particular, are to be applied differently to England than to 
France, differently to France than to Germany, differently to 
Germany than to Russia. We shall therefore gladly afford 
space in our paper for articles on theoretical questions and we 
invite all comrades openly to discuss controversial points. 

What are the main questions which arise in applying the 
program common to all Social-Democrals to Russia? We have 
already said that the essence of tliis program consists in the 
organization of the class struggle of the proletariat and in 
leading this struggle, the ultimate aim ol which is llu* eonquest 
of political power l)y the [irolelarial and the organization of a 
Socialist society. The class struggle of the proletariat falls into 
an economic struggle (a struggle against individual capitalists 
or against individual grodps of capitalists for the improvement 
of the condition of the workers), and a political struggle (a 
struggle against the government for the extension of the rights 
of the people, i e., for democracy, and for the expansion of the 
political power of the proletariat). Some Russian Social-Demo- 
crats (among them apparently those who run the Rabochaxja 
Mgsl) regard the economic struggle as incomparably more im- 
portant and almost go so far as to relegate the political struggle 
to a more or less distant future. This standpoint is absolutely 
wrong. All Social-Democrats are agreed that it is necessary to 
organize* the economic struggle of the working class, that it is 
necessary, on this basis, to carry on agitation among the work- 
ers, i.e,, to help the workers in their day-to-day struggle against 
the employers, to draw their attention to every torni and every 
case of oppression and in this way to make clear to them the 
necessity of unity But to forget the political for the economic 
struggle would mean digressing from the basic principle of in- 
ternational Social- Democracy, would mean forgetting what the 
entire history of the labour movement teaches us. The con- 
firmed adherents of the bourgeoisie and tlie government 
which serves it, have made repeated attempts even to organize 
purely economic unions of workers and to divert them in this 
way from “politics,” from Socialism. It is quite possible that 
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the Russian government, too, will succeed in undertaking 
something of the kind, as il has always endeavoured to throw 
some paltry sops or, rather, sham grants to the people, only 
to turn their thoughts away from the fact that they are op- 
pressed and are without rights. No economic struggle can give 
the workers a substantial improvement, it cannot, even, be con- 
ducted on a large scale unless the workers have the right freely 
to organize meetings, unions, have their own newspapers and 
send their representatives to the national assemblies, as do the 
workers in Germany and all the other European countries 
(with the exception of Turkey and Rus.sia). But in order to win 
these rights it is necessary to wage a political struggle. In Rus- 
sia. not only the workers, but all citizens are deprived of polit- 
ical rights. Russia is an absolute monarchy, unrestricted by 
any limitations.- The tsar atone promulgates laws, appoints 
officials and controls them For this reason, it seems as though 
in Russia the tsar and the tsarist government are independent 
of any classes and accord equal treatment to all. In reality, 
however, all the officials are chosen exclusively from the pos- 
sessing class and all are subject to the influence of the large 
CapitSliStS who make the ministers dance to their tune and 
achieve whatever they want. The Russian working class is 
burdened by a double yoke; it is robbed and plundered by the 
capitalists and the landowners, and to prevent if from fighting 
if is hound hand and foot by the police, it Is gagged and every 
attempt to defend the rights of the people is followed by perse- 
cution. Every strike against a capitalist results in the military 
and police being let loose on the workers. Every economic 
struggle of necessity turns into a political struggle, and Social- 
Democracy must indissolubly combine the one with the other 
into a single class struggle of the proletariat. The first and the 
chief aim of such a struggle must be the conciiiest of political 
rights, the conquest of political liberty II the workers of 
St. Petersburg alone, with the scant support of the Socialist, 
have rapidly succeeded in wringing concessions from the gov- 
ernment — the passing of a law reducing the working day — the 
Russian working class as a whole, led by a united “Russian 
Social-Democratic Labour Party” will be able, by waging a per- 
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sisteiit struggle, in wringing incomparably more important 
concessions. 

The Russian working class will succeed in waging its eco- 
nomic and political struggle alone, even if no other class comes 
to its support. The workers, however, do not stand alone in 
the political struggle. The complete disfranchisement of the 
people and the arbitrary misrule of the bashi-bazouk otficials 
rouses the indignation of all who have any pretensions to 
honesty and education, who cannot reconcile themselves with 
the persecution of all free speech and all free thought, it rouses 
the indignation of the persecuted Poles, Finns, Jews, Russian 
sects, it rouses the indignation of the small merchants, of the 
manufacturers, the peasants, of all who can nowhere find pro- 
tection from the persecution of the officials and the police. All 
thes«‘ groups of the population are incapable, separately, of 
carrying on a persistent i\oliticai struggle, but when the work- 
ing class raises aloft the banner of this struggle, it will be sup- 
ported on all sides. Russian Social-Democracy will place itself 
at the head of all the fighters for the rights of the people, of 
all the lighters for democracy, and then it will be invincible. 

Thc.se arc our fuiulumentul views which we shall develop 
.systematically and from every aspect in our pa'per. We are con- 
vinced that ill this way we shall tread the path which has been 
indicated by the “Russian .Social-Democratic Labour Party” in 
the “Manifesto” it published. 


IS'JO 



WHAT IS TO BE DONE? 

BURNING QUESTIONS OF OUR MOVEMENT 


(Excerpt) 


l DOGMATISM AND “FREEDOM OF CRITICISM " 

A WHAT IS "FKEEDOM OF CRITICISM”? 

“Freedom of criticism,” this undoubtedly is the most fash- 
ionable slogan at the present time, and the one most frequently 
employed in the eoiitroversics between the Socialists and demo- 
crats ot all countries. At first sight, nothing would appear 
to be more strange than the solemn appeals by one ot the par- 
ties to the dispute for freedom of criticism. Have voices been 
raised in some of the advanced parties against the constitutional 
law of the majority of European countries which guarantees 
freedom to science and scienlilic investigation? “Something 
must be wrong here.” an onlooker, who has not yet fully ap- 
preciated the nature of the disagreements among the contro- 
versialists, will say when he hears this fashionable slogan re- 
peated at every cross-road. “Evidently this slogan is one of the 
conventional phrases which, like a nickname, becomes legit- 
imatized by use, and becomes almost an appellative,” he will 
conclude. 

In fact, it is no secret that two separafe tendencies have 
been formed in present-day international Social-Democracy ' 

* tncidenlatlv. this perhaps is the only occasion in the history of 
piodern Socialism in which controversies between various tendencies within 
the Socialist movement have grown from national into international 
controversies, and this is extremely encouraginR Formerly, the disputes 
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The light between these tendencies now flares up in a bright 
flame, and now dies down and smoulders under the ashes of 
imposing “resolutions for an armistice.” What this “new” 
tendency, which adopts a “critical” altitude towards “obsolete 
doctrinaire” Marxism, represents has been stated with sufficient 
precision l»y Bernstein, and demonstrated bv Afillerand.* 

Social-Democracy must dhange from a party of the social 
revolution into a democratic party of social reforms. Bernstein 
has surrounded this political demand with a whole battery of 
symmetrically arranged “new” arguments and reasonings. The 
possibility of putting Socialism on a scicntilic basis and of 
jiroving that it is necessary and inevitable from the point of 
view of the nialerialist conception of history was denied, as 
also were the facts of growing imposerisihment and proletarian- 
ization and the intensification of capitalist contradictions The 
very conception, “tdfimate aim,” was declared to be unsound, 
and the idea of the dictsitorsbip of the prolelariat was absolute- 
ly rejected. It was denied that there is any diireronco in prin- 
ciple between liberalism and Socialism. The thenrtj of the class 
strii(t(jle wa'> rejected on the grounds that it coidd not be ap- 
plied lo a strictly democratic society, governed according to the 
will of the majority, etc. 

1'hiis. the demand for a definite change from revolutionary 
Social-Democracy to bourgeois social-reformism was accom- 
panied by a no less definite turn towards bourgeois criticism 


liclwrcii tlip l.nssallenns and Dio hisenaoliors, bolween Die Guosdilos and 
Iho I’ossihilisis, bi'lwivn the Fabians and Ibe Social-DoinocTats, and 
bolwroii th(' “Naiodiviva Volva*’-il<‘s and Social-Dinnocrals, rc*niain<*d 
juircly nalional disy)uli's, rcfloclt'd purely national features and proceeded, 
as it w<M*e, on different jdanes. At the present lime (this is C|uite evident 
now)» the Knj'Iisli Fabians, llie Freneli Ministerialists, the Gernian Rein- 
sleiinles and the Russi iii “critics” |/.c, the critics of Marxism. The 
reference is to Sliiisc, Riil^akov, Tuqan Uaranovsky and olbc rs who 
atlaeked revolutionary Marxism in the Ici^al publications of the ’nineties. — 
/idJ -all beloiif? lo the same family, all extol each other, learn from 
each other, and are rallyiii" their forces ay,ainst “doclrinaiie” Marxism. 
Petrhaps in this first really iiil 'rnalional battle with Socialist opportunism, 
international revolutionary Social Democracy will hvcoiiic siifficionllv 
slrenfjlheiicd lo pul an end lo the political reaction lhal has long reigned 
in Kuropc. 

1 The reference is io the Fjench “Socialist” A. Millerand entering the 
Waldeck-Rousseau (1809) reactionary bourgeois goveinmenl. — Ed. 
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of all the fundamental ideas of Marxism. As this criticisn. of 
Marxism has boon ifoin^ on lor a long time now, from tlie 
political plaffotni, from university chairs, in numerous pam- 
phlets and in a number of scientific works, as the younger gen- 
eration of the educated classes has been sjsleinatically trained 
for decades on this criticism, it is not surprising that the “new, 
critical” tendency in Social-Democracv should spring up, all 
complete, like Minerva from the head of Jupiter The content 
of this new tendency did not have lo glow and develop, it was 
transferred bodily from bourgeois literature to Socialist litei- 
ature 

To proceed. If Bernstein’s theoietical criticism and political 
yearnings are slill obscure to anyone, the French have tiken 
the trouble to demonstrate the “new niel'hod.” In this instance, 
also, France has justified its old reputation as the ct'iintrv in 
which “more than anvvvhere else, the historical class struggles 
were each time fought out to a decision . ” (Engels, in his 
introduction to Marx’s The Eighteenth Brnmaire) The French 
Socialists have begun, not to Iheori/e, but to act. The moir 
developed democratic political conditions in Fiance have per- 
mitted them to put “Bernsteinism into practice” immediately, 
with all its consequences Millerand has provided an excel'ent 
example of practical Bernsteinism; not without reason did 
Bernstein and Vollmar rush so rcalouslv to defend and praise 
him’ Indeed, if Social-Democracv. in essence, is merely a le- 
formist paitv, and must be bold enough lo admit this openlv, 
then not only has a Socialist the right to join a bourgeois cab- 
inet, it is even his duty alwavs lo strive to do so If democracy, 
in essence, means the abolition of class domination, then whv 
should not a Socialist minister charm ths whole boimgeois 
world by orations on class collaboration? Wliy should he not 
remain in the cabinet even after the shooting down of workers 
bv gendarmes has exposed, for the hundredth and thousandth 
time, the real nature of the democratic co-operation of class- 
es'^. . . And the rewxard for this utter humiliation and self- 
degradation of Socialism in the face of the whole world, for 
the corruption of the Socialist consciousness of the working 
class— the only basis that can guarantee our victory — the re- 
ward for this is imposing plans for niggardly reforms, so nig- 
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gardly in fact that much more has been obtained from bour- 
geois governments! 

He who does not deliberately close his eyes cannot fail to 
see that the new •‘critical” tendency in Socialism is nothing 
more nor less than a new species of opportunism And if we 
judge people not by the brilliant uniforms they deck Ihem- 
selves in, not by the imposing appellations they give themselves, 
but by their actions, and by what they actually advocate, 
It will be clear that “freedom of criticism” means freedom for 
an opportunistic tendency in Social-Democracy, the freedom to 
convert Social-Democracy into a democratic relormist party, 
the freedom to mirodnee bourgeois ideas anil bourgeois ele- 
ments into Socialism. 

“Freedom” is a grand word, but under the banner of free 
trade the most predatory wars were conducted, under the ban- 
ner of fiee labour, (he^toileis were robbed The modern use 
of the term “freedom of criticism” contains the same inherent 
talsehood 'fhose who are really convinced that they have ad- 
vanced science would demand, not freedom foi the new views 
to continue side by side with the old but the sulistitiifion of the 
new views foi the old The cry “Long live freedom of criti- 
cism,” that is heard today, too strongly calls to mind the fable 
of the empty barrel. 

We are marching in a compact group along a precipilous 
and ditficiilt path, firmly holding each other by the hand We 
are surrounded on all sides bv enemies, and are under their al- 
most constant fire We have combined voluntarily, precisely for 
the purpose of fighting the enemy, and not to retreat into the 
adjacent marsh, the inhabitants of which, from the very outset 
have reproached as with having separated ourselves into an 
evclusive group and with having chosen the path of struggle 
instead of the path of conciliation And now several among us 
begin to cry oRt* let us go into this marsh I And when we begin 
to shame them, thev retort: how conservative you arel Are vou 
not ashamed to deny us the right to invite vou to lake a better 
road^ Oh, yes gentlemen ^ You are free not only to invite us, 
but to go yourselves wherever vou will, even into the marsh 
In fact, we think that the marsh is your proper place, and we 
are prepared to render you every assistance to gel there Onlv 
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let go of our hands, don’t clutch at us and don’t besmirch the 
grand word “freedom”; for we loo are “free” to go where we 
please, free not only to fight against the marsh, but also against 
those who are turning towards the marsh. 

D ENGELS ON THE IMPORTANCE OF THE THEORETICAL 
STRUGGLE 

“Dogmatism, doctrinairisni,” “ossification of the Party — the 
inevitable rftpbution that follows the violent strait-lacing of 
thought” — these are the enemies whicli the knightly champions 
of “freedom of criticism” rise up in arms against in Rabochege 
Dgelo. VVe are very glad that this question has been brought 
up and we would only propose to add to it another question: 

Who arc the judges? 

Before us lie two publisher’s announcements. One, The 
Program of the Periodical Organ of the Union of RuiiSian So- 
cial-Democrats — Rabochege Dgelo (reprint from No 1 of 
Rabochege Dgelo), and the other an announcement of the re- 
sumption of the publications of the “Emancipation of Labour 
Group ” Both are dated 1899, a time when the “crisis of Marx- 
ism” had long since been under discussion. And what do we 
find? You would seek in vain in the first publication for any 
reference to this phenomenon, or a definite statement of the 
position the new organ intends to adopt on this question Of 
theoretical work and the urgent tasks that now confront it not 
a word is said either in this program or in the supplements to 
it that were passed by the Third Congress of the Union in 1901 
(Two Congresses, pp. 15-18) During the whole of this lime the 
editorial board of Rabochege Dgelo ignot|^ theoretical ques- 
tions, in spite of the fact that these questions were agitating the 
minds of all Social -Democrats all over the world. 

The other announcement, on the contrary, first of all points 
to the diminution of interest in theory observed in recent years, 
imperatively demands “vigilant attention to the theoretical side 
of the revolutionary movement of the proletariat,” and calls for 
“ruthless criticism of the Bernsteinian and other anti -revolu- 
tionary tendencies” in our movement The issues of Zarga that 
have appeared show how this program has been carried out. 
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Thus we see that high-sounding phrases against the ossifica- 
tion of thought, etc., conceal unconcern and impotence m the 
development of theoretical thought. The case of the Russian 
Social-Democrats very strikingly illustrates the tact observed 
in the whole of Europe (and long ago noted also by the German 
Marxists) that the notorious freedom of criticism does not imply 
the substitution of one theory for another, but freedom from 
every complete and consistent theory; it implies eclecticisni and 
luck of principle Those who have the slightest acquaintance 
with the actual state of our movement cannot but see that the 
wide spread of Marxism was accompanied by a certain lower- 
ing of the theoretical level Qude a number of people with very 
little, and even a total lack of theoretical training joined the 
movement because of its practical significance and its practical 
successes We can therefore judge how tactless Rabochege 
Dgelo is when, with an air of triumph, it quotes Marx’s state- 
ment: “Every step of rea'l movement is more important than 
a doren programs ’’ To repeat these words in a period of 
theoretical chaos is like wishing mourners al a funeral “many 
happy returns of the day.’’ Moreover, these words-of Marx are 
taken from his letter on the Gotha Program, in which he sharp- 
ly condemns eclecticism in the formulation of -principles: if you 
must unite, Marx wrote to the Party leaders, then enter into ag- 
reements to satisfy the practical aims of the movement, but do 
not haggle over principles, do not make ‘concessions’’ in theory. 
This was Marx’s idea, and yet there arc people among us who 
strive — in his namel — to belittle the significance of theory. 

Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolution- 
ary movement This thought cannot be insisted upon too 
strortgly at a time when the fashionable preaching of opportun- 
ism goes hand in hand with an infatuation for the narrowe.st 
forms of practical aclivitv. Yet, for Russian Social-Democrats 
the importance of theory is enhanced by three circumstances, 
which are often forgotten: firstly, by the fact that our Party is 
only in process of formation, ils features are only ju''l becom- 
ing outlined, and it is yet far from having settled accounts with 
other trends of revolutionary thought, which threaten to divert 
the movement from the proper path. On the contrary, we only 
very recently observed a revival of non-vSorial-Deinocratic re\- 
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olutiooary trends (which Axelrod long ago warned the Econ- 
omists would happen). Under such circumstances, what at first 
sight appears to be an “unimportant” mistake may lead to 
most deplorable consequences, and only short-sighted people 
can consider factional disputes and a strict differentiation be- 
tween shades inopportune and superfluous The fate of Russian 
Social-Dcmocracy for many many years to come may depend 
on the strengthening of one or other “shade.” 

Secondly, the Social-Democratic movement is esseutially 
international. This docs not merely mean that we must combat 
national chauvinism, but also that a movement that is starting 
in a young country can be succcsstul only if it assimilates the 
experience of other countries And in order to assimilate this 
experience, it is not enough merely to be acquainted with it, 
or simply to transcribe the latest resolutions. This requires the 
ability to treat this experience critically and to test it independ- 
ently Anybody who realizes how enormously the modern 
labour movement has grown and become ramified will under- 
stand wliat an amoiinl of theoretical force and political (as well 
as revolutionary) experience is needed to fulfil this task. 

Thirdly, the national tasks of Russian Social-Denio rat y are 
such as have never confronted any other Socialist Paity in the 
world. Further on we shall have occasion to deal with the 
nolitical and organizational duties which the task of emancipat- 
ing the whole people from the yoke of autocracy imposes upon 
us At the moment, we only wish to stale that the role of van- 
guard fighter can be fulfilled only by a party that is guided 
by the most advanced theory. In order to understand what this 
means at all concretely, let the reader recall predecessors of 
Russian Social-Democracy like Herzen, Relinskv Chernvshev- 
sky and the brilliant galaxy of revolutionaries of the ’seventies; 
let him ponder over the world significance which Russian lit- 
erature is now acquiring, lel him .. but that is cnouch! 

Let us quote what Engels said in 1874 concerning the sig- 
nificance of theory in the Social-Democratic movement Engels 
recognizes not two forms of the great struggle of Social-De- 
mocracy (political and economic), as is the fashion among us, 
but three, adding to the first two the theoretical struggle. Ilis 
recommendations to the German labour movement, which had 
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become strong, practically and politically, are so instructive 
from the standpoint of present-day problems and controversies, 
that we hope the reader will not be vexed with us for quoting 
a long passage from his prefatory note to Der dentsche Baaern- 
krieg,^ which has long become a bibliographical rarity. 

“The German workers liave two iniporlant advanttfjes over those of 
the rest of Kiirope. First, they Ix^'long to the most theoretical people of 
Furope; they have retained that sense of theory which the so-called 
‘educated* people of Germany ha\e almost com/pletcly lost. Without (lenimi 
philosophy \\liiich preceded it, particularly that of Ilegtl, German scien 
tific Socialism— the only scienlific Socialism that has ever existed — would 
ne>er Inse come into being. Without a sense of theory among the workers, 
this scientific Socialism would never have parsed so cnl'.relv info faiir 
flesh and blood as lias been the ease. What an imineamrable advantage 
this is niav be seen, on the one hand, from the indifTeieiire towards all 
theory, which is one of the main reasons why the Kngiish labour move- 
ment moves so slowlv in spile of the splendid orgaiii/alion of Ihe individii.nl 
unions; on the nlhcr hand, from the inischiel and confusion wrought b\ 
Proiidhnnisin in ils original form among the French and Belgians, .irui 
in the fiirlher caricatined form at the hands ot Bakunin, among the 
Spaniards and Ilahans. 

“The second advantage is that chronologically speaking the Germans 
were almost the last to come into the labour .movement. Just as German 
theoretical Sociali’^m will never forget that it rests on the shoulders of 
Saint Simon, rouiier and Owen, tliieo men who, in S'pite of all Iheir 
fanlaslie notions and utopianism, have their place among the most emment 
thinkers of all times, and whose genius anticipated innumerable things 
the eonertness of wdiioh is now beinff scientifieallv proved bv ns— so the 
jiraclical labou'' movement ui Germany must never forget that it has 
developed on the shoulders of the English and French movements, that 
it was able simply to utilize their dearly bought experience, and could 
now’ avoid their mistakes, wliieh in their time were mostly unavoidable 
Witlioiil llie English trade unions and the Frencli wo^rkers* polilical strug- 
gles winch came before, without the gigantic impulse given especially by 
Ihe Paris Commune, wdiere wmuld we now be? 

“It must be said to the credit of the German workers that Ihev have 
exploited the advantages of their situation with rare understanding.' For 
the first f'me since a labour inovemeiU has existed the struggle is being 
conducted from its three sides, the theorelical, the political and the firaeti 
fal economic (resistance to the capitalisis), in harmony, co-ordination and 
in a planned w^av. It is precisely in this, as if w'cre, concentric attack, 
that the strength and invincibility of the German movement lies. 

^ Driiler Abdnick Leipzig 1875. Verlag der Genossemchaftshuch- 
dnicIcercL (The Pe'is>tnt War in Germang. Third edition. Co-operative 
Publishers, Leipzig, 1875.— Ed.) 
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“II is due to this advanlatjpous situation on the one hand, to the insular 
ppculiarilirs of the Kn^lisli and to the forcible suppression of the French 
movement on fhe other, that the German ^v^orkors have for the moment 
been placed in the vanj^uard of the proletarian slru{?{;de. How lorn; events 
will allow them to occupy this post of honour cannot be foretold. But 
as loiift as liliey occupy if, let us hope that they will fill it in a fittinp 
manner. This demands redoubVd efforts in every field of stTU{*j;le and 
a{7itation. It is in particular the duly of the leaders to ^ain an ever clearer 
insight into all theoretical questions, to fr<*e themselves more and more 
from the influence of traditional phrases inherited from the old world 
outlook, and constantly to keep in mind that Socialism, since it has become 
a science, must he pursued as a science, i. c., it must he studied. The task 
will be to spread with increased zeal amonf» the mass(‘s of the workers 
the ever ilearer insi^*ht, thus ac(|uired, to knit lojjelher ever more lirnily 

the organization both of the party and of the trade unions 

If the German workers proceed in this way, they will not he march- 
ing exactly at the head of the movement it is not at all in the interest 
of this movement lhat the workers of any one country should march at 
its head — but they will occupy an hniioiirahl/' place in the battle line 
and they will stand armed for battle when either unexpectedly <»rave 
trials or momentous events w'ill demand from them heightened courage, 
heigtitened determination and the power to act.” 


Engels’ words proved prophetic. Within a few years the Gcr- 
mnn workers were subjected to unexpectedly grave irinls in 
the form of fhe Anti-Socialist Law. And the German workers 
really met them armed for battle and Micccedcd in emerging 
from them in triumph. 

The Russian proletariat will have to undergo trials im- 
measiirablv more grave; it will have to fight a monster com- 
pared with which the Anti-Socialist T.aw in a constitutional 
country seems hut a pigmy. TTistory has now confronted us 
with an immediate task which is the most revolutionary of all 
the immediate tasks that confront the proletariat of any coun- 
try.^The fulfilment of this task, the destriiclion of the most 
powerful bulwark, not only of European hut also (it may now 
be said) of A.siatic reaction would make the Russian proletariat 
the vanguard of the international revolutionary proletariat. 
And we are right in counting upon acquiring this honourable 
title already earned by our predecessors, the revolutionaries of 
the ’seventies, if we succeed in inspiring our movement — which 
is a thousand times broader and deeper — with the same devoted 
determination and vigour. 
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THE spontaneity' OF THE MYSSES AND THE Cl. ASS 
CONSCIOUSNESS OF SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY 

A MIL BLIjINNINO 01 THE SPONTANEOUS RLVIVj^L 

In tlie previous chapter we pointed out how universally ab- 
sorbed the educated youth oi Russia was in the theories of 
Marxism in the middle of the ’nineties. The strikes that fol- 
lowed the lamous St. Petersburg industrial war ot I89fi assumed 
a similar wholesale character The tact that these strikes spread 
over the whole of Russia clearlj showed how deep the reviving 
popular movement was, and 'f we nmst speak ot the “spon- 
taneous element” then, of course, we must admif that this strike 
movement eertainly borp a spontaneous character But there 
IS a dilleience between spontaneity and spontaneity. Strikes 
occurred in Russia in the ’seventies and in the ’sixties (and also 
ID the first halt ot UlC nineteenth century), and these strikes 
were accompanied by the “spontaneous” destruction of ma- 
chinery, etc. Compared with these “riots” the strikes of the 
’nineties might even be described as “conscious,” to such an 
extent do they mark the progress which the labour movement 
had made for that period This shows that the “spontaneous 
element,” in essence, represents nothing more nor less than 
consciousness in an embryonic form. Even the primitive riots 
expressed the awakening ot consciousness to a certain extent: 
the workers abandoned their age-long faith in the permanence 
of the system which oppressed them They began ... I shall 
not say to understand, but to sense the necessity for collective 
resistance, and definitely abandoned their slavish submission 
to their superiors. But all this was more in the nature ot out- 
bursts of desperation and vengeance than of struggle The 
strikes of the ’nineties revealed far greater flashes of conscious- 
ness: definite demands were pul forward, the time lo strike 
was carefuliy chosen, known cases and examples in other places 
were discussed, etc While the riots were simply uprisings of 
the oppressed, the systematic strikes repiesented the class 
struggle in embryo, but only in embryo Taken by themseives. 
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these strikes were simply trade union struggles, but not yet 
Social-Demoeralic struggles. They testified to the awakening 
antagonisms between workers and employers, but the workers 
were not and could not be conseious of the irreconcilable an- 
tagonism of their interests to the whole of the’modern political 
and social system, i. e., it was not yet Social-Democratic con- 
sciousness. In this sense, the strikes of the ’nineties, in spile 
ol the enormous progress they represented as compared with 
tb.e “riots,” represented a purely spontaneous movement 
We said that there could not yet be Social-Democratic 
consciousness among the workers. This consciousness could 
only be brought to them from without. The history of all 
countries shows that the working class^ exclusively by its own 
ctfort, is able to develop only trade union consciousness, i.c., 
it may itself realize the necessity lor combining in unions, for 
fighting against the employers and for striving to compel 
the government to pass necessary labour legislation, etc.’ The 
theory of Socialism, however, grew out of the philosophic, 
historical and economic theories that were elaborated by the 
educated representatives ol the propertied classes, the intel- 
lectuals. According to their social status, the founders of mod- 
ern scientific Socialism, Marx and Engels, themselves be- 
longed to the bourgeois intelligentsia. Similarly, in Hussia, the 
theoretical doctrine of Social-Democracy arose quite independ- 
ently of the spontaneous growth of the labour movement; it 
arose as a natural and inevitable outcome of the development 
of ideas among the revolulionarv Socialist intelligentsia. At the 
time of which we are speaking, i.c., the middle of the ’nineties, 
this doctrine not only represented the completely formulated 
program of the “Emancipation of Labour Group,” but had 
already won the adherence of the majority of the revolutionary 
youth in Russia. 

Hence, simultaneously, we had both the spontaneous awak- 
ening of the masses of the workers, the awakening to con- 

* Trade unionism does not exclude “politics*' altogether, as some 
imagine. Trade unions have always conducted political (but not Social- 
Democratic) agitation and struggle We shall deal with the difference 
between trade union politics and Social-Democratic politics in the next 
chapter 
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scious life and struggle, and the striving of the revolutionary 
youth, armed with the Social-Democratic theories, to reach the 
workers. In this connection it is particularly important to slate 
the oft-forgotten (and comparatively little-known) lact that the 
early Social-Democrats of that period zealously earned on 
economic agitation (being guided in tliis by the really useful 
instructions contained in the pamphlet On Agitation that was 
still in manuscripl), but they did nol regard this as their sole 
task. On the contrary, right from the venj beginning they ad- 
vanced in general the historical tasks of Russian Social- 
Democracy in their widest scope, and particulafly the task ol 
overliirowing the autocracy. For example, towards the end of 
I89 j, the St. Petersburg group of Social-Democrats, which 
founded the “League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the 
Working Class,’ ' piepared the first rjuniber of the newspaper 
called ftabocheye Dyelo. This number was ready to go to press 
when it was seized by the gendarmes who, on the night of 
December 8, 1895, raided the house of one of the members of 
the group, Anatole Alexeyevich Vaneyev,- and so the original 
Rabocheye Dyelo was not destined to see the light ol day. The 
leading article in this number (which perhaps in thirty years’ 
time some Russkaya Starina [Russian Antiquity] will unearth 
in the archives of the Department of Police) described the 
historical tasks of the working class in Russia, ol which the 
achievement of political liberty is regarded as the most im- 
portant. This number also contained an article entitled “What 
Are Our Cabinet Ministers Thinking Of?” which dealt with the 
breaking up of the elementary education committees by the 
police In addition, there was some correspondence from 
St. Petersburg, as well as from other parts of Russia (for ex- 

* The League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the Working Class 
was founded by Lenin in 1895, in St Petersburg Th€ SI Petersburg League 
united all the Marxist workers' circles into a single, centralized organiza- 
tion and paved the way for the founding of a revolutionary proletarian 
parly in Russia - Ed 

• A. A. Vaiieyev died in Eastern Siberia in 1899 froifi consump- 
tion which he contracted as a result of his solitary coiilinement m prison 
prior to his banishment. That is why we are able to publish 
the above intormalion, the authenticity of which we guarantee, for 
it comes from persons' who were closely and directly acquainted with 
A A Vaneyev 
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ample, a letter on the assault on the workers in the Yaroslavl 
Province) This, it we are nol inislakcn. ‘tirst attempt'' ot the 
Russian Social-Democrats ot the 'nineties was not a narrow, 
local, and certainly nol an “economic” newspaper, but one that 
aimed to unite the strike movement with the revolutionary 
movement against the autocracy, and to win all the victims of 
oppression and political and reactionary obscurantism over to 
the side of SociabDcinocracy No one in the slightest degree ac- 
quainted with the slate of the movement at that period could 
doubt that such a paper would have been tully approved of 
by the workel*s ol the capital and the revolutionary intel- 
ligentsia and would have had a wide circulation The failure 
ot the enterprise merely showed that the Social-Democrats of 
that time were unable to meet the immediate rccjuirements ol 
the time owing to their lack of revolutionary experience and 
practical training The same thing must be said with regard to 
the St. Peterssburrj Rabochij Listok and particularly with regard 
to Habochaija Gazeta and the Manifesto ol the Russian Social- 
Democratic Labour Party which was established in the spring 
of 1898 Of course, we would not dream of blaming the So- 
cial-Democrats of that time for tllb UU preparedness. But in 
order to obtain the benefit of the experience ot that movement, 
and to draw practical le.ssons from if, we must thoroughly un- 
derstand the causes and significance of this or that shortcom- 
ing For that reason it is extremely important to establish the 
tael that part (perhaps even a majority) of the Social-Demo- 
crats. operating in the period of 1895-98, quite justly con- 
sidered it possilile even then, at the very beginning of the 
‘’spontaneous” movement, to come forward with a most ex- 
tensive program and fighting tactics.’ The lark of training of 

1 '*lskra. which adopts a hostile attitude towards the activities of the 
Social -Democrats of the end of the ’nineties, ignores the tact that at that 
time the conditions foi any other kind ol work eiLcepi fighting lor petty 
demands were absent/ declare the Econoiuist.s in their Letter to Hussion 
Social- Democratic Organs. Uskra, No 12) The facts quoted above show that 
the statement about abseni conditions’* is the otry opposite ot the truth. 
Not only at the end, bul even in the middle of the 'nineties, all the condi- 
tions existed for other work, besides fighting for petty demands, all the 
conditions - except (he sufficient training of the leaders Instead of frankly 
admitting our, ttie ideologists the leaders', lack of sufficient training— 
the “Economists** try to throw the blame entirely upon the ’’absent eondt- 
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the majority of the revolutionaries, being quite a natural phe- 
nomenon, could not have aroused any particular fears. Since 
the tasks were properly defined, .since the energy existed for 
repeated attempts to fulfil these tasks, the temporary failures 
were not such a great misfortune. Revolutionary experience 
and organizational skill are things that can be acquired pro- 
vided the desire is there to acquire these qualities, provided 
the shortcomings are recognized — which in revolii lionary activ- 
ity is more than halfway towards removing Ihciiil 

It was a great misfortune, however, when Ihis conscious- 
ness began to grow dim (it was very active among the workers 
of tlie groups mentioned), when people appeared — and even 
Social- Democratic organs — who were prepared to regard short- 
comings as virtues, who even tried to invent a theoretical basis 
lor slavish cringing before spontaneitg. 11 is time to sumniari/e 
this tendency, the substance of which is incorreclly and too 
narrowly described as “Economism.” 

n BOWING TO SPONTANEITY, RAliOCU IT I MYSL 

Belore dealing with the literary manifestation of this sub- 
servience, we should like lo mention Ihe following characlerislic 
fact (communicated to us from the above-mentioned source), 
which throws some light on the circumstances in which the 
two future conflicting tendencies in Russian Social-Democracy 
arose and grew among the comrades working in St. Petersburg. 
In the beginning of 1897, just prior to their lianishmcnt, 
A. A. Vaneyev and several of his comrades^ attended a private 
meeting at which the “old” and “young” members of the 
“League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the Working 
Class” gathered. The conversation centred chiefly around the 

lions,** upon the influences of material cnvironnienl which determine Ihc 
road from which it will be impossible for any ideologist lo divert the 
movement. What is this but slavish cringing before spontaneity, but the 
fact lhal the “ideologisis” are enamoured of their own shortcomings? 

^ This refers to Lenin, Krzhizhanovsky and other members of the 
St. Petersburg “League of Struggle” who were releasctl from prison on 
February 26, 1897 and granted a few days leave prior lo being banished 
to Siberia They utilized this period of grace to confer with the “young** 
leaders of the League who were at liberty and inclining towards “Econo- 
raism.*’ — Ed. 
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question of organization, and pui licularly around the “rules for 
a workers’ benefit fund,” which, in their final form, were pub- 
lished in Listok Rabotnika [Workingman’s Sheet), No. 9-10, 
p 40. Sharp differences were immediately revealed between 
the “old” members (“Decembrists,” as the St, Petersburg So- 
cial-Democrats jestingly called them) and several of the 
“young” members (who subsequently actively collaborated on 
the Rabochaga Mgsl)^ and a very heated discussion ensued. The 
“young” members defended the main principles of the rules 
in the form in which they were published. The “old” members 
said that this was not what was wanted, that first of all if was 
necessary to consolidate the “League of Struggle” into an or- 
ganization of revolutionaries which should have control of all 
the various workers’ benefit funds, students’ propaganda circles, 
etc. It goes without saying that the controversialists had no 
suspicion at that time that these disagreements were the begin- 
ning of a divergence; on the contrary, they regarded them as 
being of an isolated and casual nature. But this fact shows that 
“Economism” did not arise and spread in Russia without a light 
on the part of the “old” Social-Democrats (the Economists of 
today are apt to forget this). And it, in the main, this struggle 
has not left “documentary” traces behind it it is solely because 
the membership of the circles working at that time under- 
went such constant change that no continuity was established 
and, consequently, dilferences were not recorded in any docu- 
ments. 

The appearance of Rabochaga Mgsl brought Econemism to 
the tight of day, but not all at once. We must picture to our- 
selves concretely the conditions of the work and the short-lived 
character of the majority of the Russian circles (and only those 
who have experienced this can have any exact idea of it), in 
order to understand how much there was accidental in the suc- 
cesses and failures of the new tendency in various towns, and 
why for a long time neither the advocates nor the opponents 
of this “new” tendency could make up Iheir minds — indeed 
they had no opportunity to do so — as to whether this was really 
a new tendency or whether it was merely an expression of I'le 
lack of training of certain individuals. For example, the first 
mimeographed copies of Rabochaga Mgsl never reached the 
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:?rcal majority of Social-Democrats, and wc are able to refer 
to the leadiiii' arledc in the lirst number only because it was 
reproduced in an article by V. I. (Listok RabotniLa, No. 0-10, 
p. 47 et A/zp.i, who, ot course, did not fail zealously l)Ut unreas- 
onably lo extol the new paper, which was so dilTerent from 
the papeis and the schemes for papers mentioned above.^ And 
this leadiiig article deserves to be dealt with in detail because 
it so slronj'ly expresses the spirit of Rahoclunja Mysl and Eco- 
noinism generally. 

Alter referring to the fact that the arm of the “blue-coals”^ 
could never slop the progress ol the labour movement, the 
leading article goes on lo say: '‘...The virility of the labour 
movement is due lo the fact that the workers themselves are 
at last taking their fate into their own hands, and out of the 
hands ol the leaders,” and this fundamental thesis is then de- 
veloped in gi eater detail. As a matter ol lad the leaders (i.e,, 
the Social-Deiiiociats, the organizers ol the League ol Struggle) 
were, one might say, lorn out of the hands of t'lio woikers by 
the police; yet it is made to appear that the workers were 
lighting against the leaders,’^ and eventually liberated them- 
selves Irom their yoke! Instead of calling upon the workers to 
go forward towards the consolidation of the revolutionary or- 
ganization and to the expansion ot political activity, they began 
to call tor a retreat to the purely trade union struggle. They 
announced Wiat “Ihe economic basis of the movement is 
eclipsed by the elTort never to forget the political idea,” and that 
the watchword for the movement was “Fight for an economic 
position” [IJ or what is still belter, “The workers for thewoik- 


1 It sliould be staled in passiing that the praise of Rnhochmja Mijsl 
in Nosomhor 180S, when I>onoinisiu had become fully defined, cspcciallv 
abroad, cmiinalcd from that same V. 1, who seiy soon at lei became one 
ot Ihc cdiiois of Ihtbocheije D'fdo, And yet linbocheye Dijclo denied that 
there were two tendencies in Russian Social-Demociacy, and continues to 
deny it to this day. 

? The Russian gen.larnios \core blue unifoims.— /id. 

* Tint lliis simile is a correct one is shown by the tollowing character- 
is’ic fact. When, alter the arrest of the “Decembrists,” the news was 
spread anion*? the workers on the .Schlusselbiir;? Road that the discovery 
and arrest w^ere facilitated by an ngent-prouocateiir, N. N. Mikhailov, a 
denial suigeon, who liad b'vn in contact wnlh a ffroup associated with 
the “DecembrisU,” they were so enraged that they decided lo kill him. 



ors.” It was declared I'lial strike funds “aie more valuable for 
the movement than a hundred other organizations” (compare 
this statement made in October 1897 with tlie controversy be- 
tween the ‘‘Decembrists” and t‘he young members in the l)egiii- 
ning of 1897), and so forth. CatdhWords like. “We must con- 
cenlrale not on the ‘cream’ of the workers, but on the ‘aver- 
age,’ mass worker”; “Politics always obedienlly follows eco- 
nomies,"^ etc., etc., l)ecanie the fashion, and exercised an ir- 
resistible influence upon the masses of llie youth who were at- 
tracted to tlie movement, but who, in the majority of cases, 
were acquainted only with legally expounded fragments of 
Marxism 

Consciousness was completely ovcrwlu lined by spontane- 
ity — the spontaneity of the ‘‘Social-Democrats” who repeated 
Mr. V. V.’s^ “ideas,” the spontaneity of those workers who 
were carried away by the argument'^ that a kopek added to a 
ruble was worth more than Socialism and politics, and that 
they must “fight, knowing that they are fighting not tor some 
future generation, but for themsehes and their children.” 
(Leading article in Rnbochay<i Mysl, No, 1.) Phrases like these 
have always been the favourite w^eapons of the West Ihiropc^an 
bourgeoisie, who, while hating Socialism, strove (like the (ier- 
man ''Socud-Politiker'' Hirsch)‘^ to transplant English trade 
unionism to their own soil and to preach lo the workeis that 
the purely trade union struggle^ is the '^truggle lor Ihemselvos 
and for their children, and not the struggle for some kind of 


^ These quotations are taken from the leading article in the first 
number of Rahochaya Mysl already lelerred to One can judge Irom this 
the degree of theoretical training possessed by these “V. V *s ol Russian 
Social-Democracy tThe reference is to the “Economists.” — FaL\"' who kepi 
repealing the crude \ulgari/*ition ot “economic matei lalisin” al a lime 
<vhen the Marxists were carrvnig on a literary war against the real V. V, 
who had long ago been dubbed “a past master ol reactionary deeds,” for 
liolding similnr views on the relation between politics and economics' 

2 The reference is to V. P. Vorontsov — one of the ideological leaders 
of Russian liberal Naroclisin of the 'mneties.-— /iV. 

® M. llirsch (1832-190.)) -German economist and publicist, /caJoiis 
opponent of Soc ial-Domocracy, founder of the so-called Ilirsch-Duncker 
workers’ unions which wjre biiill on the principle of recouciliing the 
interests ot the capitalists and the workers.- Ed, 

^ The Germans even have a special expression: Nur-GciDcrkschafderf 
which means an advocate of the “pure and simple” trade union struggle. 
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Socialism for some iulure generation. And now the “V.V.’s of 
Russian Social-Democracy’’ repeat these bourgeois phrases. It 
is important at tihis point to note three circumstances which 
will be useful to us in our further analysis of contemporary 
dilferenccs.^ 

First of all, the overwhelming of consciousness by spon- 
taneity, to which we referred above, also took place spontane- 
ously. This may sound like a pun, but, alas, it is the bitter 
trutli. It did not take place as a result ut an open struggle be- 
tween two diametrically opposed points ot view, in which one 
gained the victory over the other, it occuntd because an in- 
rreasting number of “old’’ revolutionaries were “lorn away” by 
the gendarmes and because increasing numbius ot “young” 
“V.V.’s of Russian Social- Democracy” came upon the scene. 
EverJ'one, who — I shall not say has participated in the con- 
temporary Russian movement but has at least breathed its at- 
mosphere — knows perfectly well that this was so. And the 
icason why we, noserthcle-.s, strongly urge th<> reader to pon- 
der over this universally known fact, and why we quote 
the facts, as an illustration, so to speak, about Rabucheye 
Dyelo as it lirst appeared, and about the controversy between 
the “old” and the “young” at the beginning ot 1897 — is 
that certain persons are speculating on the public’s (or the 
very youthful youths') ignorance of these facts, and arc boast- 
ing of their “democracy.” We shall icturn to this point fur- 
ther on. 

Secondly, in the very' first literary manifestation of Econ- 
oinism, we observe the extremely curious and highly charac- 
teristic phenomenon — tor an understanding of the ditfercnecs 
prevailing among contemiiorary Social-Democrats — ^that the 
adherents of the “pure and simple” labour movement, the 
worshippers of the closest “organic” (the term used by Ra- 
bocheye Dyelo) contacts with the proletarian struggle, the op- 

* Wr rniphasire the word con/emporan/ for Iho benefit of those who 
mav pharisaically shiug their shoulders and s.iy. it is easy enough to 
attack linborhaya Mi/il now, but is not all tins aneieiit history’ Mntato 
nomine de te Jnbuln nnrralur [change the name and the tale refers to 
you. — Ed], we leply to such contemporary pharisees whose complete 
mental subjection to Raboeliaya Mysl will be proved further on. 
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poncnts of the non-labour intelligentsia (notwithstanding that 
it is a Socialist intelligentsia) are compelled, in order to defend 
tlicir positions, to resort to the arguments of the bourgeois 
“pure and simple'’ trade unionists. This shows that from the 
very outset, Rabochaga Mgsl began unconsciously to carry out 
the program of the Credo} This shows (what the Rabocheye 
Dyelo cannot understand) that all worship of the spontaneity 
of the labour movement, all belittling of the role of “the con- 
scious element,” of the role of Hie party of Social-Democracy, 
means, quite irrespective of whether the belittler likes it or not' 
strengthening the influence of the bourgeois ideology among 
the workers. All those who talk about “exaggerating the im- 
portance of ideology,”* about exaggerating the role of the con- 
scious elements,* etc., imagine that the pure and simple labqur 
movement can w’ork out an independent ideology for itself, 
if only the workers “lake their fate out of the hands of the 
leaders.*’ But this is a profound mistake. To supplement what 
has been said above, we shall quote the following profoundly 
true and important utterances by Karl Kautsky on the new draft 
program of the Austrian Social-Democratic Parly;* 


“Many of our revisionist critics believe that Marx asserted that 
economic devolopnient and the class struggle create not only the conditions 
for Socialist production, but also, and diiectly, the consciousmss [K. K.'s 
ilalicsV of its necessity. And these critics advance the argument that the 
most highly capitalistically developed country, England, is more remote 
than any other fiom this consciousness. Judging from the draft, one might 
assume that the committee sshich dratted the Austrian program shared this 
alleged orlhodox-Marxian siess which is thus refuted. In the draft program 
it is stated: The more capitalist deselopmenl increases the numbers of 
the proletariat, the more the proletariat is compelled and becomes fit to 
fight against capitalism. The proletariat becomes conscious of the possi* 
bility of and necessity for Socialism. In this connection Socialist conscious- 
ness is represented as a necestary and direct result of the proletarian 


^ Credo — the document in which the “Economists” expounded their 
views (see “The Protest of the Russian Social-Uemocrals” in this 
\olume). — Ed» 

- Letter of the “Economists,” in Iskra, No. 12. 

* Uabochexje Dyelo, No. 10. 

^ Neue Zeit, 1901-02, XX, I, No. 3, p. 79. The commiltee’s draft to 
which Kautsky refers was passed by the Vienna Coi\gress at Ihe end of 
last year in a slightly amended form. 
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class struggle. But this is absolutely untrue. Of course, Socialism, as a 
theory, has its roots in modern economic relationships just as Ihe cl.iss 
struggle of the pioletariat has, and just as the latter emerges from the 
struggle against the capitalist-created poverty and misery of the masses 
But Socialism and the class sliuggle arise side by side and not one out of 
the other; each arises unvler diircrcnt conditions. Modern Socialist con- 
sciousness can arise only on the basis of profound seiciildic knowledge. 
Indeed, modern economic science is as much a condition for Socialist 
production os, say, modern technology and the proletariat can create 
neilber the One nor the other, no matter how much it may desire to do 
^o; holh arise out of the modern social pioress. The sThicles of science 
are not Ihc proletariat, but the bourgeois intelligentsia [K. K.*s italics^ 
il was in the minds of some members of this stratum that modern Social, 
ism originated, and il w^as they who communicated it to the more intellec 
tually developed proletarians, who, in their turn, intiodiiced it into the 
proletarian class struggle where conditions allow that to he done Thus. 
Socialist consciousness is something introduced inlo ihe piolelarian 
class struggle from without (von Aussen flincingctrngenes), and 
not somelhnig that arose wilhin it spontaneously {urwurlisiq). Vccord- 
ingly, the oM llainfeld progiain quite righlly staled that Ihe task of 
Soci.il-Democ racy is to .mime Ihi piqletarial (liteiells’ salinate liie prolc- 
lirial) with the consitonsness ol its position and the consciousness ot 
Its tasks. There would hi no neid for this if con>( lonsiiess emerged of 
itself liom the das-, struggle The now draft copied tins pro])osilion 
fiom the old program, and altached il lo Iho proposition inonlioned above. 
But this coinplelely broke the line ol thoughl . . ” . 

Since llierc can lie no talk of an independent ideology being 
developed by the masses of the workers in Ihe process of their 
movement^ the only choice is. cither ihc boiir{{eois or the So- 
cialist ideology. There is no middle course (for hiimanily has 
not created a ‘*third” ideology, and, moreover, in a society torn 

^ This does not mean, of course, that the workeis base no pail in 
creating such an ideology Bui they take part not as workers, hut as 
Socialist ihoorelinans, like Proiulhon and Weilling; in other words, they 
take pari only lo the e\!enl tint they are able, more or less, lo acquire 
yi<* know'ledge of their ago and advance that knowledge. And in older 
that workingmen muq be ahl • to do this more often, elTorls must he made 
lo raise Ihe lesel of the consciousness of the workers generally, eaie must 
be taken Hint the svorkers do not confine thomsehes to the artificially 
lestricted limits of iterniure for workers** but that they study general 
literature to an increasing degree 11 w’ould be even moie true to say “are 
not confined,” instead of “do not confine themselves” beriiiise the workers 
Iheinselvps wish to read and do lead all that is w’ritlen for the intelligent 
sia and it is only a few (bad; intellectuals who believe that it is sufficient 
“for the workers” lo be told a few things about factory conditions, and 
to repeat over and o\cr again what has long been known. 
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by class antagonisms there can never be a non-class or above- 
class ideology). Hence, to belittle t'hc Socialist ideology in any 
way, to tarn away from it in the slightest degree means to 
strengthen bourgeois ideology. There is a lot of talk about 
sponlaneity, but the spontaneous developniint of the labour 
movement leadi to its becoming subordinated to the bourgeois 
ideology, leads to its developing according to the program of 
the Credo, for the .spontaneous labour movement is pure and 
simple trade unionism, is Nur-Gewerkschofllerei, and trade* 
unionism means the ideological enslavement of the workers to 
the Iiourgeoisie. Hence, our task, the task of Social-Democracy, 
is to combat spontaneity, to divert the labour movement from 
its spontaneous, trade unionist striving to go under the wing 
of the bourgeoisie, and to bring it under the wing of revolu- 
tionary Social-Democracy. The phrases employed bv the authors 
of the “economic” letter in hkra No. 12, about the efforts ol 
the most inspired ideologists not l)eing able to divert the labour 
movement from tlie path that is determined by the intci action 
of the material elements and the mateiial environment, arc 
tantamount to the abandonment of Socialism, and if only the 
authors of this letter weie capable ol learicssly consideiing 
what they say to its logical conclusion, as everyone who enters 
the aiena of literarv and public acfivilv should do, they would 
have nothing to do but “fold their useless arms over their 
eniplv breasts” and . . leave the field of action to the Struves 
and Prokopoviches who are dragging the labour movement 
“along the line of least icsistance,” i. e , along the line of boui- 
geois trade unionism, or to the Zubatovs^ who are dragging it 
along the line of clerical and gendarme “ideology.” 

Recall the example of Germany. What was the historical 
service Lassalle rendered to the German labour movement*? It 
was that he diverted that movement from the path of trade 
unionism and co-operation preached hv the Progressives along 
which it had been travelling spontaneously {with the benign 


* S. V Zuhniov — Chief of the Moscow Okhrnna, the initiator of ‘'police 
socialism” m Russia, f e , the pseudo workers’ organi/ations founded under 
the auspices of the fiend irmes and police with the aim of diverting the 
attention of the workers fiom the rcsolutionary movement — Ed 



WHAT IS TO BE DOME? 


137 


assistance of Schulze-Delitzsche and those like him). To fulfil 
a task like that it was necessary lo do something allogellier 
different from indulging in talk about belittling the spontane- 
ous element, about the tactics-process and about the interaction 
between elements and environment, etc. A desperate stiuggle 
against spontaneity had to be carried on, and only afler such 
a struggle, extending over many years, was it possible lo con- 
vert the working population ol Berlin from a bulwark of the 
* Progressive Parly into one of the finest sliongholds ol Social- 
Democracy, This fight is not finished even now (as those who 
learn the history of the German movement from Prokopovich, 
and its lyiiilosophy from Struve, believe). Even now the German 
working class is, so to speak, bioken up into a number of 
ideologies. A section of the workers is organized in Catholic and 
monarchist labour unions; another section is organized in the 
llirsch-Duucker unions^, founded by the liourgeois \\orshippers 
of English trade unionism, while a third section is organized 
in Social-Democratic trade unions. The last is immeasurably 
more numerous than the rest, but Social-Democracy was able 
lo acliieve this superiority, and will be able to maintain it, only 
by unswervingly fighting against all other ideologies. 

But why, the reader will ask, does the spontaneous nio\e- 
ment, the movement along the line ol least resistance, lead to 
the domination of the bourgeois ideology? For the simple rea- 
son that the bourgeois ideology is far older in origin than the 
Socialist ideology; because it is more fully developed and be- 
cause it possesses immeasurably more oi)i)ortunities for being 
spread.^ And the younger the Socialist nio\ement is in anv 
given country, the more vigorously must it light against all 
allemjils to entrench non-Socialist ideology, and the more 

^ U is of Ion said: the working class spontaneously gravitates towards 
Socialism This is pcrfocllv true in the sense that Socialisi tlieoiv defines 
the causes of the iniscrv of the Avorkiiig class moio profoundly and more; 
correctly Ilian anv other theory, and for that reason fhe workeis are able 
to appreciate it so easily, provided, however, that this theory does not 
step a<5ide tor spontaneity and provided it subordinates spontaneity to 
itself. Usually this is taken for granted, but Babncheije Dijclo forgets or 
distorts this obvious thin^. The working class sponlaneously gravilatc® 
towards Socialism, but the more widespread (and continuously revived 
in the most diverse forms) bourgeois ideology spontaneously imposes itself 
upon the working class still more. 
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strongly must it warn the workers against those bad counsel- 
lors who shout against “exaggerating the conscious elements,” 
etc. The authors of the economic leller, in unison with liabo- 
cJieye Dijclo, declaim against the inlolerance-lhut is character- 
istic of the infancy of the movement. To this we reply: yes, our 
movement is indeed in its infancy, and in order that it may 
grow up the more quickly, it must become infected with in- 
tolerance against all those who retard its growth by subser- 
vience to spontaneity. Nothing is so ridiculous and harmful as 
pretending that we arc “old hands” who have long ago experi- 
enced all the decisive episodes of the struggle I 

Thirdly, the first niimber of linbochnyn Mysl shows that the 
term “Economisin’’ (which, of course, we do not propose to 
abandon because this appellation has more or less establLshed 
itself) does not adequately convey the real character ol the new 
lendenev. Rfihochaya Mysl does not altogelher rcpudiale the 
political struggle: the rules for a workers’ benelit fund pub- 
lished in Ilabochayn Mysl, No. 1, contains a relerence to light- 
ing against the government. Rabochaya Mysl believes, however, 
that “politics always obediently follows economics” (and Rd- 
bocheye Dyelo gives a variation of tins thesis when, in its pro- 
gram, it asserts that “in Russia more than in any other country, 
the economic struggh* is wseparahle from the polilicid strug- 
gle”). If by politics is meant Social-Democratic politics^ then 
the postulates advanced by Raboebaya Mysl and Raboeheye 
Dyelo are absolutely wrong. The economic struggle of the work- 
ers is very often connected (although not inseparablj) with 
bourgeois polities, clerical politics, etc., as we have already 
seen. If by politics is meant trade union politics, i.e., the com- 
mon striving of all workers to secure from the government 
measures for the alleviation of the distress characteristic of 
llieir position, but \Vhich do not abolish lhat position, i e.. 
which do not remorc the subjcctioji ol labour to capital, then 
Raboeheye Dyelo’ s posiulate is correct. That striving indeed 
is common to the British trade unionists who arc hostile to So- 
cialism, to the CathoMc workers, to the “Zubatov” workers, etc. 
There are politics and politics. Thus, we see that Rabochaya 
Mysl does not so much deny the political struggle a.s bow to 
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its spontaneity, to its lack of consciousness. While fully recog- 
nizing the political struggle (it would be nioi'e correct to say 
the political desires and demands of the workers) , which arises 
spontaneously from the labour movement itself, it absolutely 
refuses independently to ivork out a specifically Social-Demo- 
cratic policy corresponding to the general tasks of Socialism 
and to contemporary conditions in Russia. Further on we shall 
show that Rabocheye Dyelo commits the same error. 

1902 
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THE CRISIS IN OUR PARTY 
(Frcerpt) 

R. A FEW WORDS ON DIALECTICS TWO REVOLUTIONS 

A general glance at the development of our Party ciisis will 
readily show that in the main, with minor exreplions, the com- 
position of the two contending sides remained unchanged 
throughout. It was a struggle between the revolutionary wing 
and the opporlunisl wing in our Party. But this struggle passed 
through tlie most varied stages, and anyone who wants to un- 
derstand the vast amount of literature that has alieady been 
accumulated, the mass ot iragmentary evidence, passages torn 
Irom their context, isolated accusations, and so on and so torth, 
must thoioughly familiarize himselt with the peculiarities of 
each of these stages. 

In each ol these stages the circumstances of the struggle and 
the immediate object of attack are essentially different; each 
stage is, as it were, a separate battle in one general military 
campaign. Our struggle cannot be understood at all unless the 
concrete circumstances of each battle are studied.’ But once 


^ LiTiin has in mind the fieice dispiife that arose at the Second 
^Congress of the Riissiin SfK’uiI-Dpjiiocialic Libour Paily ovei the formu 
lation of § 1 ol thp Paity Rules on Paity nicinbersiliip. Lenin’s draft read; 
“A Party member is one who accepts its piogram, renders *it financial 
support and belongs to one of the Parly organi/alions.” 

Whereas Lenin fought for a monolithic militant Parly, the formulation 
proposed by Martov threw the door of the Party open to the unstable, 
noD-proletanaii elements. The Second Congress adopted Martov's formula- 
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that is done we shall clearly lind lhal the development does ac- 
tually proceed dialectically, by way of contradiclions: the 
minority becomes the majority, and the majority becomes the 
minority; each side passes trom the defensive to the oflVnsive, 
and frojn the olfensive to the delensive; the starting of the 
ideological struggle (8 1) is “negated'’ and gives place to an 
a1l-pervading squabble:^ but then begins the “negation of the 
negation,” and, having found a way of living more or less in 
“peace and harmony” on the various central bodies, we return 
lo fhe starting point, the j)iurely ideological struggle; but by 
now this “thesis” has J)eeu enriched l)y all the results of the 
“antithesis” and has become a higher synthesis, in wdiich the 
isolated, casual error in connection with 8 I has grown into 
a quasi-syslem of opporlunist view\s on inatters of organiza- 
tion, and ill which the cqiineclion between this fact and the 
basic dhision of our Parly inlo a revolulionary wing and an 
opporlunist wing J}econics increasingly apparent lo all. In a 
word, not only do oats grow according to Hegel, but the Rus- 
sian Social-Democrats war among themselves according lo 
Hegel. 

Rut the great Hegelian dialectics wdiich Marxism made its 
own, having lir^^t turned it rigfht side up again, must never be 
confused with the vulgar Irick of justifying Ihe zigzags of 
politicians who swing over from the revolutionary wing to the 
opportunist wing of Ihe Party, or with the vulgar ihahil ol 
lumping together dislinel statemeiils, Ihe distinct incidenls in 
the developmenl of dilferent stages of a single process. Genuiiie 
dialectics does not justify individual errors, hut studies the 
inevitable turns, proving that they were inevitable by a detailed 
study oi the process in all its couicreleness. The basic principle 

lion of Ihc firsi paragraph of the Hulcs whU-h road: “A inoinhor of Iho 
Hussiaii Social-Doniociiilir I.ahour Party is ono who accepls ils piograiii, 
siipporls tlio Party fina icially and icndois it rofiular porsonal assistance 
nndor Ihe direction of one ol ils organi/alions.” 

The Third P.ongress, w'hich was licid in 11)05, rosoked this decision 
and adopted the tonniilalion pioposed by Lenin - Kd. 

^ The difnoiill iprohlem of drawing a line liolween squabbling and a 
dilTcronce of principle now solves ilscll: all Uiat relalcs lo co-Qption is 
squabbling; all that relates to an aiiulvsis of the sliiiggle at the Congress, 
lo the diLspiitc over § 1 and to Ihe swing low aids opportunism and 
anarchism is a difference of principle. 
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of dialectics is that there is no sucli thing as abstract truth, 

Iriilh is always concrete And, one thing more, the great 

Hegelian dialectics should never be confused wiWi that vulgar 
woildly wisdom so well expressed by the Italian saying: met- 
tere la coda dove non va il capo (sticking in the tail where the 
head svill not go through). 

The outcome of the dialectical development of our Party 
stuiggle has been two revolutions. The Party Congress was a 
real revolution, as Comrade Martov justly remarked in his 
“Once More in the Minority.” The w'its of the minority are also 
right when they say: “The world moves in revolutions; w'cll, 
we have made a revolution!” They did indeed make a revolu- 
tion after the Congress; and it is true, too, that generally speak- 
ing the world does move in revolutions. But Wie concrete sig- 
nificance of each concrete revolution is not defined by this gen- 
eral aphorism; there are revolutions w'hich are more like reac- 
tion, to paraphrase the unforgettable expression of tlie unfor- 
gettable Comrade Makhov. We must know whether it was the 
revolutionary wing or the opportunist wing ol the Parly which 
was the actual force that made the revolution, we must know 
w’hether it was revolutionary or opportunist principles that in- 
spired the fighters, before we can determine whether the 
“world” (our Party) was moved forward or backward by any 
concrete revolution. 

Our Party Congress was unique and unprecedented in the 
history of the Russian revolutionary movement. For the first 
time a secret revolutionary party succeeded in emerging Irom 
the darkness of underground life into Jjroad daylight, display- 
ing to the world the whole course and outcome of the struggle 
wil'hin our Party, the whole nature of our Party and of each 
of its more or less noticeable sections in relation to program, 
tactics and organization. For the first time we succeeded in 
throwing off the traditions of circle looseness and revolutionary 
philistinism, in bringing together dozens of the most varied 
groups, many of w'hlch had been fiercely warring among them- 
selves and had been linked together solely by the force of an 
idea and were prepared (in principle, that is) to sacrifice all 
their ^oup aloofness and group independen’ce for the sake of 
the great whole which we were for the first lime actually creat- 
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ing — the Party. Uul ui politics sacrilices are not obtained gratis, 
they have to be won in battle. The battle over the slaughter oi 
the organizations was bound to be terribly fierce. The fresh 
breeze of free and open struggle blew into a gale The gale 
swept away — and a good thing that it didl — every conceivable 
remnant of the circle interests, sentiments and traditions with* 
out exception, and for tlie first time created *autboritative 
bodies that were really Party bodies. 

But it is one thing to call oneself something, and another 
to he it It is one thing to sacrifice the circle system in prin- 
ciple tor the benefit ot the Party, and another to renounce 
one’s own circle. The fresh breeze proved to be too fresh tor 
those who were used to musty philistinism “The Party was 
unable to stand the strain of its first Congress,” as Comrade 
Martov rightly put it (inadvertently) in his “Once More in the 
Minority.” The sense of iiyury over the slaughter of the organ- 
izations was too strong The furious gale raised all the mud 
from the bottom of our Party stream; and the mud took its 
revenge The old hidebound circle spirit overpowered the newly- 
born Party spirit. The opportunist wing of the Party, utterly 
routed though it had been, defeated — temporarily, ot course — 
the revolutionary wing, having been accidentally reinforced by 
the Akimov windfall. 

The result ol all this is the new Iskra, which is compelled 
to develop and deepen the error its editors committed at the 
Party Congress. TJie old Iskra taught the truths of revolution- 
ary struggle. The new Iskra teaches the worldly wisdom of 
yielding and living in harmony with everyone The old Iskra 
was the organ of militant orthodoxy. The new Iskra treats us 
to a recrudescence of opportunism — chiefly on questions of 
organization. The old Iskra earned the honour of being de- 
tested by the opportunists, both Russian and West European. 
The new Iskra has “grown wise” and will soon cease to be 
ashamed ot the praises lavished on it by the extreme opportun- 
ists The old Iskra marched unswervingly towards its goal, 
and there was no discrepancy between its word and its deed. 
The inherent falsity of the position of tlie new Iskra inevitably 
leads — independently even of anyone’s will or intentiou — to 
political hypocrisy. It cries out agaio.st the circle spirit in Order 
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lo conceal the victory of the circle spirit over the Party spirit. 
It pharisaically condemns splits, as if one can imagine any way 
of avoiding splits in any at all organized party except by the 
subordination of the minority to the majority. It says that heed 
must be paid to revolutionary public opinion, yet, while keep- 
ing dark the praises of the Akimovs, it indulges in petty scan- 
dal -mongeriitg about the committees of the revolutionary wing 
ot the Party I How shameful t How they have disgraced our old 
Iskral 

One step forward, two steps back. ... It happens in the lives 
of individuals, and it happens in the history of nations and 
in the development of parties. It would be criminal cowardice 
lo doubt even for a moment the inevitable and complete 
triumph of the principles of revolutionary Social-Democracy, 
of proletarian organization and Party discipline. We have al- 
ready won a great deal, and we must go on fighting, undeterred 
by reverses, fighting steadfastly, scorning the philistine methods 
of circle scrapping, doing our very utmost to preserve the 
single party tie among all the Russian Social- Democrats which 
has been established at the cost of so much effort, and 
striving by dint of stubborn and systematic work to make all 
Party members, and the workers in particular, fully and intel- 
ligently acquainted with the duties of Party members, with the 
struggle at the Second Party Congress, with all the causes and 
all the stages of our di.sagreemcuts, and with the utter disas- 
trousness of opportunism, which, in the sphere of organization, 
as in the sphere of our program and our tactics, helplessly sur- 
renders to the bourgeois psychology, uncritically adopts the 
point of view of bourgeois democracy, and blunts the weapon 
of the class struggle of the proletariat. 

In its struggle for power the proletariat has no other weapon 
but organization. Disunited by the rule of anarchic competition 
in the bourgeois world, ground down by forced labour for 
capital, constantly thrust back to the “lower depths’’ of utter 
destitution, savagery and degeneration, the proletariat can be- 
come, and inevitably will become, an invincible force only when 
its ideological unification by the principles of Marxism is con- 
solidated by the material unity of an organization which will 
weld millions of toilers into an army of the working class. 
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Neither the decrepit lule of Russian tsardoni nor the senile 
rule of international capital will be able to withstand this arm\ 
It will close its ranks more and more tightly, in spite of all 
zigzags and backward steps, m spite of the opportunist phrase- 
mongering of the Girondists of present-day Social-Democracy, 
in spite of the smug praise of the antiquated circle spirit, and 
in spile of the tinsel and fuss of intellectual anarchism 

I ebiuan' May 1901 
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MAKX ON THE AMERICAN 
“BLACK REDISTRIBUTION” 

In No. 12 of Vperyod montion was made of an article by 
Marx on the agrarian queslion in opposition to Kricge This 
was not in 1848, as is erroneously slated in the article by (’oni- 
rade. . hut in 1846. Hermann Kriegc, a collaborator oi Marx 
and at that time a very young man, w(‘nt to America in 1845 
and established a joiiinal there, the Volkstribim [PcojtU's Tri- 
bune), tor the propaganda of Communism, But he conducted 
this propaganda in such a way that Maix was oliligcd to protest 
very strongly iu the name of the Cleunan Coramtinisls against 
the manner in which Hermann Kriege was discrediting Iho 
Communist Party. The criticism ol Kriege's trend published m 
1846 in the Westphdlisches Dampfboot^ and reprinted in Vo- 
lume 11 of Mehriug’s edition of Marx’s woiks is ol enormous 
interest for preseiil-day Russian Social-Democrats. 

The point is that at that time the agrarian queslion was 
being brought to the forelrout by the very progress of the 
American social movemciit, just as it is being brought to the 
forefront in Russia at the present time, and the queslion pre- 
cisely at issue was not developed capitalist society, but the crea- 
tion of the primary and fundamental conditions for the proper 
development of capitalism. This latter circumstance is of par- 
ticular importance in drawing a parallel between Marx’s at- 
titude towards the American ideas of “black redistribulion” 
and the attilude of Russian Social-Democrats to the {ireseiit 
peasant movement. * 

‘ Westphalian Steamer, a monthly magazine published at ttiat lime 
in Germany . — Ed 

* This refers to the peasant movement in Russia in llie period of 
the 11103 Revolution. — Ed. 
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Kriege gave no material in his journal for a study of the 
concrete social peculiarities of the American system and for 
the elucidation of the true character of the movement of llie 
agrarian reformers of those days who strove for the abolition 
of rent. Instead, Kriege (quite in the style of our “Socialist* 
Revolutionaries”) clothed the question of the agrarian revolu- 
tion in bombastic jind high-sounding phrases: “Every poor 
person,” wrote Kriege, “will at once become a useful member 
of human society as soon as he is given fhe opportunity for 
productive labour. Such an opportunity is assured him for ail 
time as soon as society grants him a piece of land on which he 
can maintain himself and his family. ... If this gigantic area 
(the 1,400,000,000 acres of North American state lands) is with- 
drawn from commerce and is scoured in restricted amounts for 
labour,* an end will be put to poverty in America at one 
stroke ” \ 

To this Marx replies: “One might have expected him to 
understand that it is not within the power of legislators to 
hinder by mbans of decrees the evolution of the patriarchal 
system desired by Kriege into an industrial system, or to throw 
back the industrial and commercial states of the East coast 
into patriarchal barbarism.” 

And* so, we have before us a real plan for an American 
Mack redistribution: the withdrawal of the bulk of the land 
from commerce, the right to land, the limitation of the amount 
of land that may be owned or occupied. And from the very 
outset Marx comes forward with a sober criticism of this uto- 
pianism and points out that the transformation of the patriar- 
chal system into an industrial system is inevitable, i. e., in pres- 
ent-day language, that the development ot capitalism is inevi- 
table. But it woidd be a big mistake to think that the utopian 
dreams of the members of the movement caused Marx to take 
up a hostile attitude to the mcjvement in general. Nothing 
of the kind. Already at that time, at the very beginning of 
his literary career. Mars understood how to strip the real 

* Recall what Revolutsionnaya Ro»siya, beginning with* No. 8, wrote 
on the transfer of land from ci»pital lo labour, the importance of toe 
stale lands in Russia, equal land tenure, the bourgeois idea of drawing 
land into commerce, etc. Exactly the same as Kriegel 
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and progressive content of a movement of the ideological tinsel 
which clothed it. In the second part f»f his criticism entitled 
“The Economics [i.e., the political economy] of the People's 
Tribune and Its Attitude to Young America,” Marx writes: 

‘•\Ve fully recognize the historical justification of the move- 
ment of the American National Reformers. We know that this 
movement strives to attain results which, 4 is true, would tem- 
porarily further the industrialization of modern bourgeois so- 
ciety, but which, as the fruit of the proletarian movement, as 
an attack on landed property in general, especially under Ihe 
conditions prevailing in America, must evenlua'lly, by its own 
consequences, lead to Communism. Kricge, who, with the Ger- 
man Communists in New York, joined the anti-rent movement, 
clothes this simple fact in bombastic phrases without even 
troubling about the content of movement itself and thereby 
proves lliat he is very unclear about the connection between 
young America and American conditions. We will quote aiuiiher 
example of how he pours out his enthusiasm for humanity over 
a parcelling out of the land on an American scale suitable to 
the agrarians. 

“In No. 10 [of People’s Tribune], in an article entitled 
‘What We Want,’ it is staled: .‘Tlie American National Re- 
formers call the land the -common heritage of all men- -and 
demand that the national legislature pass measures to preserve 
the 1,400,000,000 acres of land that have not yet fallen into 
the 'hands of the grabbing speculators as the inalienable com- 
mon property of the wiiole of mankind.’ In order to preserve 
this ‘common heritage,’ this ‘inalienable common property’ for 
the whole of mankind he accepts the plan of the National Re- 
formers: ‘to provide every peasant, whatever his country of 
origin, with 160 acres of American land for his subsistence’; 
or as it is expressed in No, 14, ‘An Answer to Conze’: ‘of this 
still untouched properly of the people nobody is to take pos- 
session of more than 160 acres, and this only on condition that 
he cultivates them himself.’ The land is Irus to be preserved as 
‘inalienable common properly,’ and for ‘the whole of man- 
kind’ at that, by immediately starting to share it out. Kriege 
moreover imagines that he can avert the- necessary conse- 
. quences of this division — concentration, industrial progress, 
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and the like — by legislation. He regards 160 acres of land as 
an always fixed quantity, as though the value ot such an area 
does not vary according to its quality. The ‘peasants’ will have 
to exchange among themselves and with other people, if not 
the land itselt, at least the produce of the land; and once they 
go so tar, it will soon turn out that one ‘peasant,’ even without 
capital, thanks to his labour and the greater natural fertility 
ot his 1()0 acres, will have reduced another peasant to the posi- 
tion of his farmhand. And then is it not all the same whether 
‘the land’ or the products of the land ‘fall into the hands of 
grabbing speculators’ Let us seriously examine Kriege’s gift 
lo mankind. One thousand tour hundred million acres are to 
be preserved as ‘the inalienable common property of the whole 
of mankind.’ Every ‘peasant’ is to receive 160 acres. We can 
thoret«)re calculate the size of Kriege’s ‘mankind’: exactly 
8,750.000 ‘peasants,’ whp, counting five persons to a family, 
represent 43,750,000 persons. We can likewise calculate the 
duration ot this ‘lor all time’ during which ‘the proletariat, as 
the representative ot the whole ot mankind,’ at least in the 
U .S.A., can lay claim ‘to all the land.’ If the population of the 
U.S A. continues to increase as rapidly as it has done until 
now, I.C., double itself in 25 years, this ‘for ‘all time’ will last 
for not quite 40 years; by this time these 1,400,000,000 acres 
will be occupied and future generations will have nothing to 
lay claim to. Rut as the free grant of land will greatly increase 
immigration. Kriege’s ‘for all time' may come to an end even 
sooner particularly if it is borne in mind that land sufficient 
for 44,000,000 persons will not be enough even to serve as a 
channel tor diverting present European pauperism, for in 
Europe one out of every ten persons is a pauper and th<Te 
are 7,000,000 paupers in the British Isles alone. We meet with 
a similar example of naivete in economics in No. 13 in the 
article ‘To the Women,’ in which Kriege says that if the city 
of New York released its 52,000 acres of land on Long Island 
it would be sufficient ‘at one stroke’ to rid New York of all 
pauperism, misery and crime forever. 

“If Kriege had regarded the movement for freeing the land 
as an initial form of the proletarian movement, necessary under 
certain conditions, if he had regarded it as a movement which. 
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by reason of Ihe position in life of the class from which it pro- 
ceeds. must necessarily develop into a Communist movement, 
if he had shown that the Communist tendencies in America 
had at first to reveal themselves in this agrarian form, which 
seems to contradict all Communism, there would have been 
nothing to object to But he declares w’hat is only a subordinate 
form of a movement of certain definite people to be the cause 
of mankind in general; he represents it ... as the final and 
highest aim of every movement in general and thus transforms 
th^ definite aims of the movement into sheer bombastic non- 
sense In the same article [No. 10] he continues unf)crtnrl)ed to 
chant his song of triumph- ‘And thus the old dreams of the 
Europeans would at last come true A place would be prepared 
foT them on this side of the ocean which they would only have 
to take and to fructify with the labour of their hands and they 
would be able proudly to declare to all the tyrants of the world: 
This is mi; cabin which yon have not built; this is mi; hearth 
whose glow fills your hearts with envy.’ 

“He might have added: This is my dungheap which I, my 
wife, my children, my manservant and my cattle have pro- 
duced And who are the Europeans whose ‘dreams’ would thus 
come true? Not the Communist workers, but bankrupt shop- 
keepers and handicraftsmen, or ruined cotters, who yearn for 
the good fortune of once again becoming petty bourgeois and 
peasants in America And what is the ‘wish’ that is to he real- 
ized by means of these 1,400,000 000 acres? No other than that 
all men be converted into private owners, a wish which is as 
practical and as Communistic as the wish to convert all men 
into emperors, kings and popes.” 

Marx’s criticism is full of venom and sarcasm. He castigates 
Kriege for precisely those aspects of his views which we now 
observe among our “Socialist-Revolutionaries”: the predomi- 
nance of phrases, petty-bourgeois utopias advanced as the 
highest revolutionarv utopianism, failure to understand the 
real foundations of the modern economic system and its de- 
velopment. With remarkable penetration, Marx, who was then 
on!v a future economist, points to the role o'f exchange and 
commodity production The peasants will, exchange, if not 
land, then at lea.st the produce of the land, he savs — and that 
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says everything! The whole presentation of the question is in 
many, many respects applicable to the Russian peasant move- 
ment and its petly-bourgcois “Socialist” ideologists. 

But at the same time, Marx does not simply “repudiate” this 
petty-bourgeois movement, docs not dogmatically ignore it, 
for fear, as is cliaractcristic of many text-jugglers, of soiling 
hi-} hands by cuiilact with revolutionary petty-bourgeois de- 
mocracy. While mercilessly ridiculing the absurdity of the 
ideological integument of the movement, Marx strives in a 
sober materialist manner to determine its real historical con- 
tent, the conseciuences which must inevitably follow from it 
because of objective conditions regardless of the will and con- 
sciousness, the dreams and theories of various individuals. 
Marx, therefore, does not condemn, hut fully approves of Com- 
munists supporting the movement. .Vdapting the dialectical 
standpoint, / e , examining the movement from every side, tak- 
ing into account both the past and the future, Marx notes the 
revolutionary aspect of the attack on private properly in land. 
Marx reoogiii/es the petty-bourgeois movement us a peculiar 
initial foriu of the proletarian, Communist movement. You will 
not achieve what you dream ot by means of this movement, 
says Marx lo Kriege: instead of fraternity, you will get petty- 
bourgeois isolation, instead of inalienable peasant allotments, 
the land will be drawn into commerce, instead of a blow at the 
grabbing speculators, the basis for capitalist development will 
he expanded. But the capitalist evil you are vainly hoping to 
avoid is historically good, for it will frightfully accelerate so- 
cial develoi)ment and bring ever so much nearer new and 
tiigluT forms of the Communist movement. A blow struck at 
landed property will facilitate further blows at properly in 
general which are inevitable. The revolutionary action of the 
lower class for a change that will temporarily provide a res- 
tricted prosperity, and by no means for all, will facilitate the 
inevitable further revolutionary action of the very lowest class 
for a change that will really ensure complete human happiness 
for all toilers. 

Marx’s presentation of the case against Kriege should serve 
as a model for us Russian Social-Democrats. Tliere can be no 
doubt about the real pettv-bourgeois nature of the present 
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peasant movement in Russia. This we must explain by every 
means in our power, and we must ruthlessly and irreconcil- 
ably combat all the illusions of all the “Socialist-Revolution- 
aries’* or primitive Socialists on this score. The separate or- 
ganization of an independent party of the proletariat which, 
through all democratic changes, will strive for a complete So- 
cialist revolution, must be our constant aim, which must not 
be lost sight of for a moment. But to turn our backs on the 
peasant movement on this ground would he hopeless philistin- 
ism and pedantry. No, there is no doubt about the i evolutionary 
and democratic nature of this movement, and we must support 
it with all our might, develop it, make it a politically conscious 
and definitely class movement, push it forward, march hand 
In hand with it to the end — for we are marching far beyond 
the end of any peasant movement; we are marching to the very 
end of the division of society into classes There is hardly an- 
other country in the world where the peasantry is experienc- 
ing such suffering, such oppression and humiliation as in 
Russia. The more gloomy this oppression of the j>easantry has 
been, the more powerful will now be its awakening, the more 
invincible its revolutionary onslaught. II Is the business of the 
class-conscious revolutionary proletariat to support this on- 
slaught with all its might, so that it may leave no stone stand- 
ing of this old, accursed, feudal and autocratic sinvish Russia, 
so that it may create a new generation of bold ani free people, 
a new republican country in which our proletarian struggle 
<or Socialism will have room to expand. 


April 1905 



THE TWO TACTICS OF SOQAL-DEMOCRACY 
IN THE DEMOCRATIC REVOLUTION 

(Excerpt) 

POSTSCRIPT 


ONCE AGAIN ()siobozhdeniy€-iSM^ ONCE AGAIN NEW /.s/rra-iSM^ 


III. THE VULGAR BOURGEOIS REPRESENTATION OF 
DICTATORSHIP AND MARX’S VIEW OF IT 


Mehring tells us in the notes io his edition ol Marx's arti- 
cles from the Ncne Rlieiniscbe Zeitung of 1848 tliat one of the 
reproaches levelled at this newspaper by bourgeois publica- 
tions was that it had allegedly demanded “the immediate in- 
troduction of a dictatorship as the sole means of achieving 
democracy'’ (Marx, Nachlaji, Vol. HI. p. 53). From the vulgar 
bourgeois standpoint the concepts dictatorship and democracy 
are mutually exclusive. With no understanding of the theory 
of class struggle, and accustomed as he is to seeing in the polit- 
ical arena only the petty squabbling of the various bourgeois 

• Osuobozhdeniye-ism — i.e., bourgeoii, liberalism. The term is derived 
from the title of the magazine Osvobozhdenige which was published in 
.Stuttgart during the years 1902-0.5. This magazine, of whirh Struve was 
the editor, served as a centre for a group of prominent Russian bourgeois 
liberals who subsequently, in 1905, founded tl>e Constitutional Democratic 
Party (abbreviated: Cadets). — Ed. 

* New Iskra-hm—1.e , Menshevism. After the Second Congress of 
the R.S.D.L.P. the Mensheviks gained possession of the Iskra and converted 
the newspafier into their own factional organ, using it as a weapon to 
light the Bolsheviks and the derisions of Ihe Second C.ongress. In contra 
distinction of Lenin’s “old” Iskra, the Menshevik organ began to be 
kitown as the “new" Iskra. — Ed. 
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circles and coteries, the bourgeois conceives dictatorship to 
mean the annulment of alt the liberties and guarantees ol de- 
mocracy, tyranny of every kind, and every sort of abuse ol 
power in tlie personal interests of a dictator. In point of fact, 
it is precisely this vulgar bourgeois view that is manifested 
in the writings of our Martynov, who winds up his “new cam- 
paign” in the new Iskra by attributing the partiality ot the 
Vpcrijod and the Proletary for the slogan ot dictatorship to 
Lenin's “being obsessed by a passionate desire to try his luck” 
{Iskra, No. 103, p. 3, col. 2l. In order to explain to Martynov 
the concept of class dictatorship as distinct from personal die 
tutorship, and the aims of a democratic dictatorship as distinct 
^from a Socialist dictatorship, it would not be amiss to dwell 
on the views of the Neiie Rhemisclie Zeitiing. 

“After a revolution,” wrote the Ncue Rheinische Zeitimg on 
September 14, 1848, “every provisional organization of the 
slate requires a dictatorship, and an energetic dictatorship 
at that. From llio very beginning we have reproached Camp- 
hausen” (the head ot the Ministry alter March 18. 1848) “for 
not acting dictatorially, for not having immediately smashed 
up and eliminated the remnants of the old institutions .Vnd 
while Herr Camphausen was lulling himself with constitution- 
al illusions, the defeated parly (i.e., the parly of reaction) 
strengthened its positions in the bureaucracy and in the army, 
and here and there even began to venture upon open struggle.” 

Here, Mehring justly remarks, we have in a few sentences 
a summary of all that was propounded in detail in the Ncne 
Rheinische Zeitimq in long articles on the Camphausen Min- 
istry. What do these words of Marx tell us? That a provisional 
revolutionary government must act diclatorialliy (a proposition 
which the Iskra was totally' unable to grasp since it was fight 
ing shy of the slogan of dictatorship), and that the task of 
such a dictatorshij) is to destroy the remnants of the old in- 
stitutions (which is precisely what was clearly stated in the 
resolution of the Third Congress of the Russian Social-Demo- 
cratic Labour Parly about the struggle against counter-rev- 
olution and what, as we have shown above, was omitted in 
the resolution of the Conference). Thirdly, jind lastly, it fol- 
lows from these words that Marx castigated the bourgeois 
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domocrats for entertaining “constitutional illusions’’ in a period 
of revolution and open civil vi’ar. The meaning of these words 
liecoiiies particularly obvious from the article in the Neue 
liheimsche Zeitung of June C, 1848. Marx wrote: “A Consti- 
tuent National As.seinbly must first of all be an active, revolu- 
tionary-active assembly. The Frankfurt Assembly,’ however, is 
busying itself with school exercises in parliamentarism while 
allowing the govornincut to act. Lot us assume that this learned 
council succeeds after mature consideration in working out 
the best possible agenda and the best possible constitution. But 
what is the use of the best possible agenda and ot the best pos- 
silili' constitution, if the German governments have in the 
meantime placed the bayonet on the agenda?” ^ 

That is the meaning ot the slogan of dictatorship. We can 
gauge from this what Marx's attitude would have been towards 
resolutions which call a “(lecision to organize a ccnstllnent av 
.senibly” a decisive victory or which invite us to “remain the 
party of extreme revolutionary opposition!” 

Major questions in the tile of natinn.s arc sotllcd only by 
force The reactionary classes are usually themselves the first 
to resort to violence, to civil war; they are the first to “place 
the bayonet on the agenda’’ as the Russian autociacy has been 
doing systematically and consistently everywhere ever since 
January 9. And since such a situation has arisen, since the 
bayonet has really become the main point on the political 
agenda, since insurrection has proved to be im|)erative and 
urgent — constitutional illusions and school exercises in par- 
liamentarism become only a screen for the bourgeois betrayal 
of the revolution, a screen to conci'al the fact that the bour- 
geoisie is “recoiling” from the revolution. It is therefore the 
slogan of dictatorship that the genuinely revolutionary class 
must advance. 

On the question of the tasks of this* dictatorship Marx wrote, 
already in the Neue Rheinische Zeitnng, as follows: “The Na- 
tional A.ssembly had only to act dictatorially against all the 


* Frnnkfnrt Assembly — the Constitutional Assembly convened at 
Frankfurt am Main (May 1848— June 1849) for the purpose of drafting 
an All-Gennan conslilution which won the appellalion from Marx as an 
‘‘Assembly of conciliators.” — Ed. 
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reactionary attempts of the obsolete governments, and the force 
of public opinion which it would then have won for itself 
would be so great that all bayonets and rifle butts would have 
bee#i splintered against it But this Assembly bores the Ger- 

man people instead of carrying the people with it or being 
carried away by it." In Marx’s opinion, the National Assembly 
should have “eliminated from the regime actually existing in 
Germany everything that contradicted the principle of the 
sovereignly of the people,” then it should have “consolidated 
the revolutionary ground on which it rested in order to make 
the sovereignty of the people, won by the revolution, secure 
against all attacks." 

_ Thus, the tasks which Marx set before a revolutionary gov- 
ernment or dictatorship in 1848 amounted in substance above 
all to a democratic revolution, viz., defence against counter- 
revolution and the actual elimination of everything that mili- 
tated against the sovereignty of the people. And this is no other 
than a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship. 

To proceed: which classes, in Marx’s opinion, could and 
should have achieved this task (actually to exercise to the end 
the principle of the sovereignty of the people and to beat off 
the attacks of the counter-revolution)? Marx speaks of the 
“people.” But we know that he ahvays ruthlessly combated the 
petty-bourgeois illusions about the unity of the “people” and 
about the absence of a class struggle within the people. In 
using the w’ord “people,” Marx did not thereby gloss over class 
(lifTerences, but united definite elements capable of carrying 
the revolution to completion. 

After the victory of the Berlin proletariat on March 18. 
wrote the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, the results of the revolu- 
tion proved to be twofold: “On the one hand the arming ol 
the ])eople, the right of association, the sovereignty of the 
people actually attained; on the other hand, the preservation ol 
the monarchy and the Camphausen-Haasemann Ministry. i.e., 
the government of the representatives of the upper bourgeoisie. 
Thus the revolution had two series of results, which had nec- 
essarily to diverge. The people had emerged victorious, it had 
won liberties of a decisively democratic nature, but the direct 
power passed not into its hands, but into flio-e of the big 
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bourgeoisie. In a word, the revolution was not completed. The 
people allowed the formation of a ministry of big bourgeois, 
and the big bourgeois immediately betrayed their tcndenciw by 
olTering an alliance to the old Prussian nobility and bureau- 
cracy. Arnim, Ganitz and Schwerin joined the Ministry. 

“The upper bourgeoisie, ever anti-revolutionary, concluded 
a defensive and offensive alliance with the reaction out of fear 
of the people, that is to say, the workers and the democratic 
bourgeoisie,"' (Our italiCvS.) 

Thus, not only a “decision to organize a constituent assem- 
bly,” but even its actual convocation is insufficient for a deci- 
sive victoi'y of the revolution! ETven after a partial victory in 
an armed struggle (the victory of the Berlin workers over tli# 
troops on March 18, 1848) an “incomplete” revolution, a rev- 
olution “that has not been carried to completion,” is possible 
But on what docs its completion depend? It depends on whose 
hands the immediate rule passes into, whether into the hands 
of the Petrunkeviches and Rodichevs,* that is lo say, -the Camp- 
hausens and the Ilansemanns, or into the hands of the people, 
i.e., the workers and the democratic boungcoisie. In the first 
case the bourgeoisie will possess power, and the proletariat — 
“freedom of criticism,” freedom to “remain the party of the 
extreme revolutionary opposition.” Immediately after the vic- 
tory the bourgeoisie will conclude an alliance with the reaction 
(this would inevitably happen in Russia too, if, for example, the 
St. Petersburg workers gained only a partial victory in the 
street fighting with the troops and left it to Messrs. Petrun- 
kevidh and Co. to fonn a government). In the second case, ■» 
revolutionary-democratic dictatorship, i.e., the complete victory 
of the revolution, would be possible. 

It now remains to define more precisely what Marx really 
meant by “democratic bourgeoisie” (dcmokratische Burger- 
schaff), which together with the workers he called the people, 
in contradistinction to the big bourgeoisie. 

A clear answer to this question is supplied by the following 
passage from an article, in the iVeue liheinische Zeitung of 

* 1. 1. Pftrunkpvich and P. I. Rodichrv — prominent leaders of the 
liberal monarchist Cadet party. — Ed, 
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July 29, 1848: . the German revolution of 1848 is only a 

parody of the French revolution of 1789. 

*'‘On August 4, 1789, three weeks after the storming of the 
Bastille, the French people in a single day. prevailed over the 
feudal burdens. 

“On July 11, 1848, four months after the March barri- 
cades, the feudal burdens prevailed over the German people. 
Teste Gierke cum Hansemanno} 


“The French bourgeoisie of 1789 did not for a moment leave 
its allies, the peasants, in the lurch. It knew that the founda- 
tion of its rule was the destruction of feudalism In the coun- 
tryside, the creation of a free landowning {grundb^itzenden) 
l^easant class. ■ * * 

“The German bourgeoisie of 1848 is without the least com- 
punction betraying the peasants, who are its most natural al- 
lies, the flesh of its flesh, and without whom it is powerless 
against the nobility. 

“The continuance of feudal righls, their sanction under the 
guise of (illusory) redemption — such is the result of the Ger- 
man revolution of 1848. That is the little wool out of the 
great cry.” 

This is a very instructive passage: it gives us four impor- 
tant propositions: 1) The incompleted German revolution dif- 
fers from the completed French revolution in that the German 
bourgeoisie betrayed not only democracy in general, but also 
the peasantry in particular. 2) The foundation for the full 
consummation of a democratic revolution is the creation of a 
free class of peasants. 3) The creation of such a class means 
the abolition of feudal burdens, the destruction of feudalism, 
but does not yet mean a Socialist revolution. 4) The pea.sants 


^ “Witnesses: Herr Gierke and llcrr Hansemann.’’ Jlansemann was 
a Minister who represented the party of the big boiirgeodsic (Russian 
counterpart: Trubetskoy or Uodichev, and the like), Gierke was Minister 
of Agriculture in the llansemann Cabinet, who drew up a “bold” plan for 
“abolishing feudal burdens,” professedly “without compensation,” but in 
fact for abolishing only the minor and unimportant burdens while preserv- 
ing or granting compensation for the more essential ones. Herr Gierke 
was something like the Russian Messrs, Kablukov, Manuilov, Hertzensteln 
and similar bourgeois liberal friends of the muzhik who desire the 
“extension of peasant landownership" but do not wish to hurt the 
landlords. 
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ure the “most natural” allies of the bourgeoisie, that is to say, 
of the democratic bourgeoisie, which without them is “power- 
less” against the reaction. 

With the corresponding allowances for concrete national 
peculiarities and the substitution of serfdom for tcudalism, all 
these propositions are fully applicable to Russia in 1905 There 
is no doubt that by learning from t^e experience of Germany, 
as elucidated by Marx, we cannot arrive at any other slogan 
lor a tlcci.sive victory of the revolution than the slogan calling 
lor a revolutionary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat 
and the peasantry. There is no doubt that the main components 
ol the “people,” whom Mar.\ in 1848 contrasted with the resist- 
ing reactionaries and the treacherous bourgeoisie, are thq^ 
piolctariat and the peasantry There is no doubt that in 
Russia too the liberal bourgeoisie and Ihe gentlemen ol the 
Osvobozhdeniye League a'^e belrajdng and will continue to 
betray the peasantry, i.e., will coniine Ihcmselves to a pseudo- 
nform and take Ihe side of llie landlords in the decisive 
battle between them and the peasantry. Only the jirolela- 
riat is capable of supporting the peasantry to the end in Ibis 
struggle. There is no doubl, finally, lhat in Russia also the 
success ol the peasant struggle, i.e., the transfer ol llie whole 
of the land to the peasantry, will signify a complete democratic 
revolution and will coiislilule llie social support ot the revolu- 
tion carried to its completion, but it will by no moans signify 
a Socialist revolution, or “socialization,” about which the 
ideologists ol the petty bourgeoisie, the Socialist-Revolution 
aries, talk. The success of the peasant uprising, llie vielory of 
the democratic revolution will but clear the way lor a genuine 
and decisive struggle tor Socialism on the basis of a demo- 
cratic republic. In this struggle the peasantry as a landowning 
class will play the same treacherous, vacillating pari as is 
being played at pre.senf by the bourgeoisie in Ihe struggle for 
democracy. To forget this is to forget Socialism, to deceive 
onescll and others as to tlie real interests and tasks of the pro- 
letariat. 

In order to leave no gaps in the presentation of the views 
held by Marx in 1848, it is necessary to note one essential 
diiTerence between German Social-Democracy of that time (or 
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the Communist Party ol the proletariat, to use the language 
of the period) aud present-day Russian Social-Democracy. Here 
is what Mehring says: 

“It” (the Neue Rheinische Zeituag) ‘‘appeared in the po- 
litical arena as the ‘organ of democracy,’ and although the 
red thread that ran through all its articles is unmistakable, 
it at first represented the interests of the bourgeois revolution 
against absolutism and leudalism to a greater extent than the 
interests of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. Very little 
is to be found in its columns about the separate labour move* 
luent during the years of the revolution, although one should 
not forget that along with it there appeared twice a week, 
||mder the editorship of Moll and Schapper, a speciaf organ of 
the Cologne Labour League. At any rate, the present-day 
reader will be struck by how little attention the Neue Rheini- 
sche Zeitung paid to the German labour movement of its day, 
although its most capable mind, Stephan Born, was a pupil 
of Marx and Engels in Paris and Brussels and was now [in 
1848] correspondent for their newspaper in Berlin Born relates 
in his Memoirs that Marx and Engels never expressed a single 
word in disapproval of his agitation among the workers; nev- 
ertheless, it appears probable from subsequent declarations of 
Engels’ that they were dissatisiied. at least with the methods of 
this agitation. Their dissatisfaction was justified inasmuch as 
the class consciousness of the proletarial in by tar the greater 
part of Germany was as yet entirely undeveloped, and Born 
was forced to make niaity concessions to it, which could not 
stand the test of criticism from the viewpoint ol the Com- 
munist Manifesto. Theii dissatisfaction was unjustified inas- 
much as Born managed nonetheless to maintain the agitation 
conducted by him on a relatively high plane. . . . Without 
doubt, Marx and Engels were also historically and politically 
right in thinking that it was to the utmost interest of the work- 
ing class primarily to push the bourgeois revolution forward 

as far as possible Nevertheless, a remarkable proof of 

how the elementary instinct of the labour movement is able 
lo correct the conceptions of the most brilliant thinkers is 
provided by the fact that in April 1849 they decided in favour 
of a specific workers’ organization and of participation in the 
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labour congress, which was being prepared especially by the 
East Elbe [Eastern Prussia] proletariat.” 

Thus, it was only in April 1849, after the revolutionary 
newspaper had been appearing for almost a year (the Neue 
Rheinische Zeituny began publication on June 1, 1848) that 
Marx and Engels declared in favour of a special workers’ or- 
ganization! Until then they were merely running an “organ 
of democracy” unconnected by any organizational ties with an 
independent workers’ parly. This fact, monstrous and incred- 
ible as it may appear from our present-day standpoint, clearly 
shows us what an enormous difference there is between the 
Gorman Social-Democratic Party of those days and the Russian 
Social-Democratic Labour Party ot today. This tact shows 
how much less the proletarian features ot the movement, the 
proletarian current within it, were in evidence in the German 
democratic revolution (because of the backwardness of Ger- 
many in 1848 both economically and politically — its disunity 
as a state). This should not be forgotten in judging Marx’s re 
pealed declarations during this period and somewhat later 
. about the need for organizing an independent proletarian 
parly. Marx arrived at this practical conclusion only as a re- 
sult of the experience of the democratic revolution, almost a 
year later — so middle-class, so pelty-bourgcois was the whole 
atmosphere in Germany at that time. To us this conclusion is 
an old and solid acquisition of half a century’s experience of 
international Social-Democracy — an acquisition with which 
wo began to organize the Russian Social-Democratic Labour 
Parly. In our case there can be no question, for instance, of 
revolutionary proletarian newspapers keeping outside the pale 
of the Social-Democratic Parly of the proletariat, or of their 
appearing even for a moment simply as “organs of democ- 
racy.” 

But the contrast which had hardly begun to reveal itself be- 
tween Marx and Stephan Born exists in our case in a form 
which is the more developed, the more povvcrlully the pro- 
letarian current manifests itself in the democratic stream of 
our revolution. Speaking of the probable dissatisfaction of 
Marx and Engels with the agitation conducted by Stephan 
Born, Mchring expresses himself too mildly and too evasively. 
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This is what Engels wrote ol' Born in 1885 (in his preface to 
the Eathullungen uber den Konmmnistenprozess zu Kdln. Zu- 
rich, 1885):* 

The members of the Communist League everywhere stood 
at the head of the extreme democratic movement, proving 
thereby that the League was an excellent school of revolution- 
ary action. And he went on to say: . . the compositor 

Stephan Born, who had worked in Brussels and Paris us an 
active member of the League, founded a Workers’ Brother- 
hood (Arbciterverbriidetung) in Berlin which became fairly 
widespread and existed until 1850. Born, a very talented young 
man, who, however, was rather too much in a hurry to become 
a big political figure, fraternized with the most miscellaneous 
ragtag and bobtail {Kreti and Pletlii) m order to get a crowd 
together, and was not at all the man who could bring unity 
into the discordant tendencies, light into the chaos. Conse- 
quently, in the Oflicial publications of the associuliou the views 
represented in the Communist Manifesto are mingled hodge- 
podge with guild recollections and guild aspirations, frag- 
ments of Louis Blanc and Proudhon, protectionism, etc.; in 
short they desired to be all things to all men (Allen alles sein ) . 
In particular, strikes, trade unions and producers’ co-oper- 
atives were set going, and it was forgotten that what had to 
be done above all was, by means of political victories, to con- 
quer the field in which alone such things could be lastingly 
realized. (Our italics.) And when the victories ol the reaction 
made the leaders of the Brotherhood realize the necessity of 
taking a direct part in the revolutionary struggle, they were 
naturally left in the lurch by the confused mass which they 
had grouped around themselves. Born took part in the Dresden 
uprising in May 1849, and got away by pure luck. But the 
VVorkers’ Brotherhood held aloof from the great political 
movement of the proletariat, as a purely separate body which, 
to a large extent, existed only on paper and played such a 
subordinate role that the reaction found it necessary to sup- 
press it only in 1850, and its surviving branches many years 


' Revelations about the Trial of the Communists at Cologne. (C/. 
Karl Marx, Selected Works, Vol. II, pp. 20-21).— Ed 
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later. Born, whose real name should be Buttermilch * did not 
l)ecorae a big political figure but a petty Swiss prolessor, who 
no longer translates Marx into guild language but the meek 
Renan into his own fulsome German.” 

That is how Engels judged the two tactics of Social-Democ- 
racy in the democratic revolution! 

Our new /s/vTO-ites arc also tending to “Economism,” and 
with such unreasonable zeal as to earn the praises of the 
monarchist bourgeoisie for their “seeing the light.” They too 
collect around themselves a motley crowd, flattering the Econo- 
misls, demagogically allracling the undeveloped masses by 
the slogans of “sell -activity,” “democracy,” “anlonomy,” elc., 
elc rbeir labour unions, loo, often exist only on the pages of 
the braggart new hkra. Their slogans and resolutions betray 
a similar failure to understand the ta^ks of the “great political 
movement of lh»' proletariat.” 

June- July 190.5 


’ Horn’s real name is Buttermiich. In translating Engels I made a 
mistake in the (irst edition by taking the word liuttvrmiU h to tie not a 
proper noun but a common noun This mistake iiuturaily atTorded great 
delight to the Monslieviks Koltsov wrote tliat I had “rendered Engels 
more profound” trepririled in 7'ufo Years, a collection ot arliclesi and 
Plekhanov e\en now recalls this mistake in the 7 fnmrish( h —\u stiort, it 
afforded an excellent pretext to slur over the question o/ the two tenden 
Vies in the workiny class movement of 1848 in Ciermanv the tendency of 
Burn (akin to our Economists) and the Marxist tendency To lake advan 
tage of the mistake of an opponent, even if it was only on the question 
of Born’s name, is no more than natural But to use a correction to a 
translation to slur over the question of the two tactics is to dodge the 
real issue. [Autlior’s note to the 1908 edition.— Ed. | 
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The question of partisan activities is one that greatly inter 
ests our Party and the mass of the workers. We have dealt 
with this question in passing several limes, and now we propose 
to give the more complete statement of our views which we 
have promised. 


I 

Let us begin from the beginning. What are the fundamental 
demands which every Marxist should make of an examination 
of the question of the forms of struggle? In the first place, 
Marxism differs irom all primitive forms of Socialism by the 
fact that it does not bind the movement to any one particular 
form ol struggle. It admits the most varied forms of struggle; 
and it does not “concoct” them, but only generalizes, organizes, 
gives conscious expression to those forms ol struggle of the 
revolutionary classes which arise of themselves in the course 
of the movement. Absolutely hostile to all abstract formulas 
and to all doctrinaire recipes, Marxism demands an attentive 
attitude to the mass struggle in progress, which with the devel- 
opment of the movement, with the growth of the class con- 
sciousness of the masses, with the accentuation of economic and 
political crises, is continually giving rise to new and more 
varied methods of defence and offence Marxism, therefore, 
positively does not reject any form of struggle. Under no or- 
cumstances does Marxism confine itself to the forms of struggle 
that are possible and that exist at the given moment only, 
recognizing as it does that new forms of struggle, unknown to 
the participants of the given period, inevitably arise as the 
given social situation changes In this respect Marxism learns, 
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if we may so express it, from mass practice, and makes no 
claim whatever to teach the masses forms of struggle invented 
by “systemalizers” in the seclusion ot their studies. We know — 
said Kaulsky, for instance, when examining the forms of social 
revolution — that the coming crisis will introduce new forms 
of struggle that we are now unable to foresee. 

In the second place, Marxism demands an absolutely histor- 
ical examination of the question of the forms of struggle. To 
treat the question apart from the concrete historical situation is 
to be ignorant of the very rudiments of dialectical materialism. 
At dilTerenl stages of economic evolution, depending on differ- 
ences in political and national-cultural conditions, conditions 
of life and other conditions, different forms of struggle appear 
in the foreground and become the principal forms of struggle; 
and in connection with this, the secondary, auxiliary forms of 
struggle undergo change in their turn. To attempt to answer 
yes or no lo the question whether any particular means of 
struggle should be used, without making a detailed examination 
of the concrete .situation of the given movement at the given 
stage of its development, means completely to abandon the 
Marxist position. 

These are the two principal theoretical ‘propositions by 
which we must be guided. The history of Marxism in Western 
Europe provides an infinite number of examples corroborating 
what has been .said. European Social-Democracy at the present 
time regards parliamentarism and the trade union movement 
as the principal forms of struggle; it recognized insurrection 
in the past, and is quite prepared to recognize it, should condi- 
tions change, in the future — despite the opinion of bourgeois 
liberals like the Russian Cadets and the Bezzaglavtsi} Social- 
Democracy in the ’seventies rejected the general strike as a 
social panacea, as a means of overthrowing the bourgeoisie at 
one stroke in a non-political way — ^but Social-Democracy fully 
recognizes the mass political strike (especially after the expe- 
rience of Russia in 1905) as one of the methods of struggle 

' From He: Zafilavia (Without Title), a weekly published in 1908 by 
the “Economists" — ^Prokopovich, Kuskova and others (former Social- 
Democrats) which pursued a line akin to that of the Constitutionat- 
Democrals - Ed. i 
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essential under certain conditions. Social-Democracy recofjnizeil 
street barricade (ightinf^ in the ’forties, rejected it for definite 
reasons at the end of the nineteenth century, and expressed 
complete readiness to revise the latter view and to admit the 
expediency of barricade fighting after the experience of 
Moscow, which in the words of K. Kaulsky, initiated new 
tactics of barricade fighting. 


II 

Having established the general propositions of Marxism, 
lei us turn to the Russian Revolution. Let us recall the histori- 
cal development of the forms of struggle it initiated. First there 
were the economic strikes of workers (1896-1900), then the 
political demonstrations of workers and students (1901-02). 
peasant revolts (1902), the beginning of mass political strikes 
variously combined with demonstrations (Rostov 1902, the 
strikes in the summer of 1903, January 22 [9], 1901)), the all- 
Russian political strike accompanied by local cases of barricade 
fighting (October 1905), mass barricade fighting and armed 
insurrection (1905, December), the peaceful parliamentary 
struggle (April-June 1906), partial military revolts (June 1905- 
July 1906) and partial peasant revolts tautuinn 1905-aulumn 
1906), 

Such is the position of affairs in the autumn of 1906 from 
the standpoint of forms of struggle in general. The ’'relalialory” 
form of struggle adopted by the autocracy is the Black-llun- 
dred pogrom, from Kishinev in the spring of 1903 to Scdlelz in 
the autumn of 1906. Throughout this period the organization 
of Black-llundred pogroms and the boating up of Jews, 
students, revolutionaries and class-conscious workers continued 
to progress and perfect itself, combining the violence of Rlack- 
Hundred troops with the violence of hired ruffians, rea.’hing 
the point of bombarding villages and cities by artillery and 
merging with punitive expeditions, punitive trains and so forth. 

Such is the principal background of the picture. Against 
this background there stands out — unquestionably as some- 
thing partial, secondary and auxiliary — the* phenomenon to the 
.study and ap|jreciation of which the present article is devoted. 
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What is this phenomenon? What are its forms? What are its 
causes? When did it arise and how far has it spread? What 
is its significance in the general march of the revolution? What 
is its relation to the struggle of the working class organized 
and led by Social-Democracy? Sucli are the questions which 
we must now proceed to examine after having painted the 
general background of the picture. 

Tile plienomenon in which we are inlere.sted is the armed 
struggle. It is conducted by individuals and by small groups. 
Some belong to revolutionary organizations, while others (the 
nmjoiity in certain parts of Russia) do not belong to any 
revolutionary organization. Armed struggle pur.sues two differ- 
ent aims, which mu.st be strictly distinguished: in the first 
place, this .struggle aims at as.sa.ssinating individuals, chiefs 
and subordinates in the army and police; in the second place, 
it aims at the confiscation of monetary funds bolh froiii the 
govormuenl and Irom private persons. The confiscated funds 
go partly into the irea.sury of the Party, partly for the special 
purpose of arming and preparing for insurrection, and partly 
for the maintenance of persons engaged in the struggle we are 
describing. The big expropriations (such as- the (Caucasian 
expriqirialion, involving over 200,000 rubles, and the Moscow 
expropriation, involving 875,000 rubles) went in fact first and 
foremost to revolutionary parties — small expropriations go 
mostly, and sometimes entirely, to the maintenance of the 
•‘expropriators.’" This form of struggle undoubtedly became 
widely developed and evten.sive only in 1906, i.c,, after the 
December uprising. The accentuation of the political crisis to 
the point of an armed struggle and, in particular, the accentua- 
tion of poverty, hunger and unemployment in town and 
country, was one of the important causes of the struggle we 
are describing. This form of struggle was adopted us the 
preferable and even exchisiue form of social struggle by the 
vagabond elements of the population, the lumpen- proletariat 
and Ihe anarchi.st groups. The declaration of martial law, the 
mobilization of frt'sh troops, the Black-Hundred pogroms 
(Sedletz), and the courts-martial must be regarded as the 
“retaliatory” form ol struggle adopted bv the autocracy. 
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The opiiiiou usually held of the struggle we are describing 
is that it is anarchism, Blanquism, the old terrorism, the acts 
of individuals isolated from the masses, which demoralize the 
workers, repel wide strata of the population, disorganize the 
movement and injure the revolution. Examples in support of 
such an opinion can easily bo found in the events reported 
every day in the newspapers. 

But are such examples convincing? In order to verify this, 
let us take a locality where the form of struggle we are exam- 
ining is most developed — the Lettish region. This is the way 
the newspaper Novoye Vremya (in its issues of September 21 
[8] and 25 [12]) complains of the activities of the Lettish 
Social-Democrats. The Lctli.sh Social-Democratic Labour 
Party (a soction of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour 

Parly) regularly i.ssues its paper in 30,000 copies. The announce- 
ment columns publish lists of spies whom it is the duty 
of every honest person to exterminate. People who assist th(‘ 
police are proclaimed “enemies of the revolution,’’ liable to 
execution and, moreover, to confiscation of property. The 
public is instructed to give money to the Social-Democ- 
ratic 'Parly only against signed and stamped receipt. In the 
latest report of the Parly, showing a total revenue of 48,000 
rubles for the year, there figures a sum of 6,600 rubles contri- 
buted by the Libau branch of arms which was obtained by 
expropriation. Naturally, the Novoye Vremya rages and 
fume^j against this “revolutionary law,” against this “sinister 
government.” 

Nobody will be so bold a.s to call these activities of the 
Lettish Social-Democrats anarchism, Blanquism and terrorism. 
But why? Because here we have a clear connection between 
the new form of struggle and the uprising which broke out in 
December and which is again brewing. This connection is not 
so perceptible in the case of Russia as a whole, but it exists. 
The fact that “partisan” warfare became widespread precisely 
after December, and its connection with the accentuation not 
only of the economic crisis but also of the political crisis is 
beyond dispi\|iP. Tlie old Russian terrorism was an affair of the 
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intellectual conspirator; today as a general rule partisan war- 
fare is waged by the combatant worker, or simply by the 
unemployed worker. Blanquism and anarchism easily occur 
to the minds of people who have a weakness for stereotype; 
but under circumstances of insurrection, which arq so apparent 
in the Lettish region, the inappropriatencss of such trite labels 
is only too obvious. 

The example of the Letts clearly demonstrates how in- 
correct, unscientific and unhistorical is the practice so very 
customary among us of analysing partisan warfare without ref- 
erence to the circumstances of insurrection. The circumstances 
of insurrection must be borne in mind, we must reflect on 
the peculiar features of an intermediate period between big 
attacks of the insurrection, we must realize what forms of 
struggle inevitably arise under such ciiciinistances, and not try 
to shirk the issue by a collection of words learned by rote, 
such as are used equally by the Cadets and the Novoge Vremyo- 
ites; anarchi.sm. robbery, vagabondism! 

It is said that partisan acts disorganize our w'ork. Let us 
apply this argument to the situation that has existed since 
December 1905, to the period of Black-Hundred pogroms and 
martial law. What disorganizes the movement more in such 
a period: the absence of resistance or organized partisan 
warfare? Compare the centre of Russia with her western 
borders, with Poland and the Lettish region. It is unquestion- 
able that partisan warfare is far more widespread and far 
more developed in the western border regions. And is it equally 
unquestionable that the revolutionary movement in general, 
and the Social-Democratic movement in parlicular. arc more 
disorganized in the centre of Russia than in her western 
border regions. Of course, it would not enter our heads to 
conclude from this that the Polish and Lettish Social-Democ- 
ratic movements are less disorganized thanks to parti.san 
warfare. No. '^fhe only conclusion that can be drawn is that 
partisan warfare is not to blame for the state of disorganiza- 
tion of the Social-Democratic labour movement in Russia 
in 1906. 

Allu.sion is often made in this respect to the peculiarities 
of national conditions. But this allusioti very dearly betrays 
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the weakness of the current argument. If it is a matter of 
national conditions then it is not a matter of anarchism, 
Blanquism or terrorism — sins that are common to Russia in 
general and even to the Russians especially — but of something 
else. Analyse^ this something else concretely, gentlemenl You 
willi I lion tind that national oppression or antagonism explain 
nothing, because they have always existed in the western 
border regions, w’hereas partisan warfare has been engendered 
only by the present historical period. There are many places 
where there is national oppression and antagonism, but no 
partisan struggle, which sometimes develops where there is 
no national oppression whatever. A concrete analysis ot the 
question will show that it is not a matter ot national oppres- 
sion, but of conditions of insurrection. Partisan warfare is an 
inevitable foi’m of struggle at a lime when the mass movement 
has actually reached the point of insurrection and when fairly 
large intervals occur between “major engagements” in the 
civil war. 

It is not partisan acts which disorganize the movement, 
but the weakness ol a party which is incapable of taking such 
acts under its control. That is why the anathemas which we 
Russians usually hurl against partisan acts are combined with 
secret, casual, unorganized partisan acts which really do dis- 
organize the Party. Being incapable of understanding the 
historical conditions that gi^e rise to this struggle, we are 
incapable of neutralizing its noxious aspects. Yet the struggle 
is going on. It is engendered by pow'crful economic and polit- 
ical causes. It is not in our power to eliminate these cau.ses 
or to eliminate this struggle. Our complaints agaiast partisan 
warfare arc complaints against our party weakness in the 
matter of insurrection. 

What we have said about disorganization applies also to 
demoralization. It is not partisan warfare which demoralizes, 
but unorganized, irregular, non-party partisan acts. We shall 
not rid oiir.selves one lea.st bit of this most unquestionable 
demoralization by condemning and cursing partisan acts, for 
condemnation and curses are absolutely incapable of putting 
a stop to a phenomenon which has been engendered by pro- 
found economic and political causes. It may be objected that 
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if we are incapable of putting a stop to an abnormal and 
domoraliying phenomenon, this is no reason why the Party 
should adopt abnormal and demoralizing methods of struggle. 
But such an objection would be a purely bourgeois-liberal 
objection and not a Marxist objection, because a Marxist 
cannot in general regard civil war, or partisan warfare, which 
is one of its forms, as abnormal and demoralizing. A Marxist 
slands by class struggle, and not by social peace. In c'^rlain 
periods of acute economic and political crises the class struggle 
ripens into a direct civil war, /.e., into an armed struggle 
belwci'n two sections of the people. In such periods a Marxist 
is obliged to favour civil war. Any moral condemnati )n of 
ci\il war would be disolutely impermi<!sil)le from the stand- 
point of Marxism. 

In llio period of civil war the ideal party ol the proletariat 
is a fighting parlij. This is nbsolulely incontrovertible. We are 
(juite prepared to grant that it is possible lo argue and prove 
I he inexpediency from the standpoint of civil war of particular 
forms of civil war at any particular moment We fully admit 
criticism of various forms of civil war from the standpoint 
of military expcdioncg and absolutely agree liial in this ques- 
tion it is the practical Social-Domoeralic workers in each 
parlieular loealifv who must have the deciding voice But we 
absolutely demand in the name of the principles of Marxism 
that an analysis of the conditions of civil w’ar should not be 
evaded by hackneved and stereotyped phrases about anarchism, 
Blan(|iiism and terrorism, and that the senseless methods of 
partisan activity adopted by some organization or other of the 
Polish Socialist Party at some moment or other should not 
he used as a bugbear when discussing the verv question of the 
participation of the Social-Democratic Parlv in partisan 
warfare in general. 

The argninent that partisan warfare disor’/ani/es the movc- 
menl must be regarded criticallv. Every now form of struggle, 
aeeompanird as it is bv new dangers and new sacrifices, 
inevitably “disorganizes” organizations which are iinpreoared 
for Ibis new form of struggle Our old propagandist circles 
were disorganized bv re-coiirso to methods o( agitation ^nr 
committees were suhsequentlv disorganized by recourse to 
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demonstrations. Every military action in any war to a certain 
extent disorganizes the ranks of the fighters. But this does not 
mean that one must not fight. It means that one must learn 
to fight. That is all. 

When I see Social-Democrats proudly and smugly declaring 
that they are not Anarchists, not thieves, not robbers, that they 
are superior to all this, that they reject partisan warfare. 1 ask 
myself: do these people realize what they arc saying? Armed 
collisions and conflicts between the Black-Hundred government 
and the population are taking place all over the country This 
is an absolutely inevitable phenomenon at the present stage 
of development of the revolution. The population is sponta- 
neously and in an unorganized way — and for that very reason 
often in unfortunate and undesirable forms — reacting to this 
phenomenon also by armed conflicts and attacks. I can under- 
stand us refraining from Patty leadership of this spontaneous 
struggle in a particular place or at a particular time because 
of the weakness and unpreparedness of our organization. I 
realize that this question must be settled by the local practical 
workers, and that the remoulding of weak and unprepared 
organizations is no easy matter. But when I see a Sjcial- 
Democratic theoretician or publicist not displaying regret over 
this unpreparedness, hut rather a proud smugness and a self- 
exalted tendency to repeat phrases learnt in eaWy youth about 
anarchism, Blanquism and terrorism, I am hurt by this degra- 
dation of the most revolutionary doctrine in the world. 

It is said that parti.san warfare approximates the class- 
conscious proletarian to the position of a degraded, drunken 
vagabond. That is true. But it only means that the party of 
the proletariat can never regard partisan warfare as the only, 
or even as the chief, method of struggle; it means that this 
method must be subordinated to other methods, that it must 
be made commen.surable with the principal methods of 
warfare, and must be ennobled by the enlightening and organ- 
izing influence of Socialism. And without this latter condition. 
evenj, positively every, method of struggle in bourgeois society 
approximates the proletariat to the position of the various non- 
proletarian strata above and below it and. if left to the spon- 
taneous course of events, becomes frayed, corrupted and 
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prostituted. Strikes, rt left to the spontaneous course ot events, 
become corrupted into “alliances” — agreements between the 
workers and the masters against the interests ot the consumers. 
Parliament becomes corrupted into a brothel, where a gang 
of bourgeois politicians carry on a wholesale and retail trade 
in “national Ireedom," “liberalism,” “democracy,” republican- 
ism, anti-clericalism, socialism and all the other saleable wares. 
A newspaper becomes corrupted into a public pimp, into a 
means of corrupting the masses, of pandering to the low in- 
slincts of the mob, and so on and so forth. Social-Democracy 
knows of no universal methods of struggle, such as would shut 
oil the proletariat by a Chinese wail from the strata standing 
slightly above or slightly below it. At ditrerent periods Social- 
Democracy applies different nietho'ds, always qualifying the 
choice oi them by strictly defined ideological and organizational 
conditions.' 


IV 

The forms of struggle in the Russian revolution are distin- 
guished by their great variety as compared with the bour.^eoii 
revolutions in liurope, Kautsky partly foretold this iii 1902 
when he said that the future revolution (with the exception 
perhaps of Russia, he added) would be not so much a struggle 
between the people and the government as a struggle between 
two sections of the people. In Russia we are undoubtedly 


' The Bolshevik Social-Democrats are otleii accused of a frivolous 
passion for partisan arts II would Ihcirlorc not be amiss to recall that 
in the draft lesolution on partisan acts, thv section of the Bolsheviks who 
defend partisan acts advanced the follo\Niug conditions for llieir recog- 
nition: “exes'* [expropriations.— -Ecf.J of private propeity were not 
permitted under any circumstances; “exes'* of government property were 
not iccomincnded but only allowed, provided that they were controlled 
Inj the Paity and their proceeds used tor the need.s of uisurrtcUon 
Partisan arts in the form of terrorism were recommended against brutal 
government officials and active members of the Blnrk-Hundreds, but on 
condition that 1) the sentiments of the masses be taken into account; 
2) ttie conditions of the working-class movement in the given locality be 
reckoned with, and 3) care be taken that the forces of the proletariat 
should not be frittered away. The practical difference between this draft 
and the resolution which was adopted at the Unity Congress lies exclu- 
Hivelij in tlie fact that “exes’* of government property were not allowed. 



witnessing a wider development of the second struggle than 
was the case in the bourgeois revolutions in the West. The 
enemies ot our revolution among the people are few in number, 
but they are becoming more and more organized as the struggle 
becomes more acute and are receiving support from the re- 
actionary strata ol the bourgeoisie. It is therefore absoldtely 
natural and inevitable that in such a period, a period ot nation- 
wide political strikes, insurrection cannot assume the old form 
ol individual acts confined to very short intervals ot time and 
lo very limited areas. It is absolutely natural and inevitable 
that the insurrection should assume the higher and moie 
complex form of a prolonged civil war embracing the whole 
country, i.e., an armed struggle between two scetion^ ol the 
people. Such a war cannot be conceived otherwise than as a 
series ol a lew big engagements at eoniparalively long interxals 
and a large number of small collisions during these intervals 
That being so — and it is undoubtedly so--the SociaM)emoi rats 
must absolutely inalvo it their duty to rreale or gani/al tori', bent 
adapted lo lead the masses in these big engagements a'»d as 
far as possible, in these small collisions as well. In a period 
when the class struggle has become accenlualed to the point 
of civil war, Social-Democrats must make it their du»> not 
only lo participate but also lo play the leading role in ^/l^^ (wd 
war. The Social-Democrats must tram and prepare their organ- 
izations lo he really able to act as a brllifjrrent side which 
does not lose a single opportunity of inflicting damage on the 
lor CCS of llie enemy. 

This IS a dilfieull task, there is no doubt about it It .-innot 
be accomplished at once. Just as the whole people are being 
retrained and are learning to fight in the course of the civil 
war, so our organ!/ itions must be trained, must be reconstruct- 
ed in conformity with the lessons of experience for the pertorm- 
ance of this task. 

We have not the slighlest intention of foisting on practical 
workers any artificial form of struggle, or even of deciding 
from our armchair what part any particular form of partisan 
warfare should play in the general course of the civil war in 
Russia. We arc far from the thought of rej»arding a concrete 
judgment of particular partisan acts as indicative of a trend 
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III Social-Democracy. But we do regard it as our duty as far 
as possible to help to arrive at a correct theoretical judgment 
of the new forms of struggle engendered by practical life. We 
do regard it as our duty ruthlessly to combat the stereotypes 
and prejudices which hamper the class-conscious workers in 
correctly formulating a new and dillicult problem and in 
correctly approaching its solution 

Octobei 19UI) 



PREFACE TO THE RUSSIAN TRANSLATION OF THE 
LETTERS OF K. MARX TO L KUGELMANN 


Our aim in issuing as a separate pamphlet the full collec- 
tion ol' Marx’s letters to Kugelmann published in the German 
Social'Democratic weekly, Neue Zeit, is to acquaint the Russian 
public more closely with Marx and Marxism. As was to be 
expected, a good deal of space in Marx’s correspondence is 
devoted to personal matters. For the biographer, this is exceed- 
ingly valuable material. But for the broad pubfic in general, 
and for the Russian working class in particular, those passages 
in the letters which contain theoretical and political material 
are infinitely more important. It is particularly instructive for 
us, in the revolutionary period wc are now passing through, 
carefully to study this material, which reveals Marx as a man 
who directly responded to all questions of the labour movement 
and‘' world politics. The editors ot the Neue Zeit were quite 
right when they remarked that “we are elevated by an ac- 
quaintance with the personality of men whose thoughts and 
wills took shape undiT conditions of great upheavals.’’ Such an 
acquaintance is doubly necessary to the Russian Socialist in 
1907, for it provides a wealth of very valuable indications 
concerning the direct tasks confronting the Socialists in every 
revolution passed through by his country. Russia is passing 
through a “great upheaval” at this very moment. Mfirx’s policy 
in the comparatively stormy ’sixties should very often serve 


as a direct model for the policy of the Social-Democrat in the 
present Russian Revolution. • 


We shall therefore only very briefly note the passages in 


Marx’s correspondence which are of particular importance from 


the theoretical standpoint, and shall deal in greater detail 
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with hh revolutionary policy as tf^Kpres&t&tive of the ^prole^^ 
tariat. 

Of outstanding interest for a fuller and profounder undei- 
standing ot Marxism is the letter of July 11, 1868/ In the form 
ot polemical remarks against the vulgar Economists, Marx In 
this letter very clearly cx^oui^ds his conception of what is 
called the “labour” theory ot value. Those very objections to 
Marx’s theory of value which naturally arise in the minds of 
the least trained readers ol Capital, and which tor this reason 
are most eagerly seized upon by the common or garden 
representatives of “professorial” bourgeois “science,” are here 
analysed by Mai\ briefly, simply and with remarkable lucidity. 
Marx here shows the road he took and |he road that should 
be taken to elucidate the law bf value. He teaches us his 
method, u-sing the most coiiiiiion objections as illuslralions. 
He makes clear the connection between such a purely (it would 
seem) tlieorelical and abstract question as the theory of value 
and “the inlft’csts ol the lulmg classes,” which aie “to per- 
petuate confusion.*' It is only to be hoped that everyone who 
hegins to study Marx and to lead Capital wall read and re-read 
this letter when studying the first and most difficult chapters of 
Capital 

Other veiy iiiterdsting passages in the letters from the 
theoretical standpoint are those in which Marx passes judgment 
on diverse writers. When you read these opinions of Mark- — 
vividly wiilten, lull of passion and revealing a profbund inter- 
est in all the great ideological trends and their analysis -you 
leef that you are listening to the words of a great thinker 
Apart from the remarks on Dietzgen made in pas'sing, llie 
comments on the Pgroudhonists deserve the particular attention 
of the reader* The “brilliant” young bourgeois intellectuals 
who throw themselves “among the proletariat” at times of 
social uphe^al) and who are incapable of acquiring the 
standpoint of the working class or of carrying on persistent 
and serious w’^brk among the “rank and file” of the proletarian 

‘ Cf. Karl Marx, Letter, to Dr Kugelmann, Eng ed , 1934, pp. 73 
et seq, — Erf. • 

• Ibid , pp 39-40 - Erf , 


13~-660 
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organizations, are depiCtedFvy a few strokes with remarkable 
vividness. 

Take the comment on Duhring,* which, jis it were, antici- 
pates the contenls of the famous AnU-Diiluing written by 
Engels '(in conjunction with Marx) nine years later. There 
is a Russian translation of this book by Zederbaum which is 
unfortunately guilty both of omissions and of mistakes and 
is simply a bad translation. Here, too, we have the comment 
on Thiinen, which likewise touches on Ricardo's theory of 
rent. Mar.x had already, in 1868 , emphatically rejected “Ri- 
cardo’s mistakes,’’ which lu* finally reluted in Volume III ol 
Capital, published in 181 ) 1 , but which to this very day are 
repeated by the revisionists — from our ultra-l)ourgeois and 
even “Rlack-IIundred” Mr. Rulgakov to the “almost orthodox’’ 
Maslov. I 

Intciesting also is the comment on Riicimer, with the 
judgment of vulgar innlerinlisiu and the “superficial nonsense ’ 
copied from Lange (the usual source of “prof^sorial” bour- 
geois philosophy!)' 


Let ns pass to MUrx's revolutionary policy. A certain pelly- 
bourget)is conception ol Marxism is sin’prisingly current among 
Social-Democrats in Russia according to which a revolution- 
ary p^iod, with its specific forms of struggle and its special 
prolciatian tasks, is 'almbsl an anomaly, while a “constitution” 
and an “extreme opposition” are the rule. In no other country 
in the world at this moment is there .such a profound revolu- 
tionary crisis as in Russia — and in no other country are tt^re 
“Marxists’’ (belittling and vulgarizing Marxism) who take up 
such a sceptical and j)lrilisline attitude towards the revolution. 
From the tact that the ct)ntent of tJu' revolution is bourgeois 
the shallow conclusion is drawn in our country that the 
bourgeoisie is the driving force of the revolution, that the 
tasks of the proletariat in this revolution arc oflftn auxiliary 
and not independent character and that proletarian leadership 
of the revolution is impossible!. ^ ^ 

How excellently Marx, in his letters to Kugelmann, exposes 


> Ibid., 1*. HZ. -Ed. 
i Ibid., p 80 Ed. 
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this shallow in lerpr elation of Mallismf Here is a letter dated 
April 6, 1866. At that time Marx had finished his principal 
work. He had already given his final judgment on the German 
Revolution of 1848 fourteen years before this letter was 
written. He had himself, in 1850, renounced his socialistic 
illusions that a Socialist revolution was impending in 1848. 
And in 1866, when only just beginning to observe the growth 
of new political crises, he writes: 

“Will our Philistines [he is referring to the German hour* 
geois liberals] at last realize that without a revolution which 
removes the Hapsburgs and Hohcuzollcrns . . . there must 
finally come another Thirty Years’ War. . . 1’'^ 

Not a shadow of illusion here that the impending revolution 
(it took place from above and not from below as Marx had 
expected) would remove the bourgeoisie and capitalism, 
but a most clear and precise statement that it would remove 
only the Prussian and Austrian monarchies. And what faith 
in this bourgeois revolution! What revolutionary passion 
of a proletarian flghlcr who realizes the vast significance 
of a bourgeois revolution for the advance of the Socialist 
movement I 

Three years later, on the eve of the downfall of the Napo- 
leonic Empire in France, drawing attention to “a very inter- 
<‘sting’* social movement, Marx says in a positive outburst of 
enthusiasm that “the Parisians are making a regular study 
of their recent revolutionary past, in order to prepare them- 
selves for the business of the impending new revolution.”^ 
And describing the struggle of classes revealed in tliis study 
of the past, Marx concludes: “And so the whole historic 
witches’ cauldron is bubbling. When shall we [in Germany] 
be so farl”* 

Such is the lesson that should be learned from Marx l>y 
the Russian intellectual Marxists, who are debilitated by 
scepticism, dulled by pedantry, have a penchant for penitent 
speeches, ^^ipidly tire of revolution, and w^ho yearn, as for a 

1 Ibid., p. Sb.’-Ed 

* Ibid., p 

» Ibid., p 89.— 

li* 
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holiday, for the interment ot the revolution and its replacement 
by constitutional prose. They should learn from the theoreti- 
cian and leader of the proletarians faith in the revolution, the 
ability to call on the working class to uphold its immediate 
revolutionary aims to the last, and the firmness of spirit 
which admits of no faint-hearted whimpering after temporary 
setbacks of the revolution. 

The pedants of Marxism think that this is all ethical 
twaddle, romanticism and lack of a sense of reality! No, 
gentlemen, tliis is the combination of revolutionary theory and 
revolutionary policy without which Marxism becomes Brenta- 
noism, Struvism and Sombartism. The Marxian doctrine has 
bound the tlicory and practice of the class struggle into one 
inseparable whole. And whoever distorts a theory which 
soberly presents the objective situation into a justification 
of the existing order and goes to the length of striving to 
adapt himselt as quickly as possible to every temporary de- 
cline in the revolution, to discard “revolutionary illusions” 
as quickly as possible and to turn to “realistic” tinkering, is no 
Marxist. 

During the most peaceful, seemingly “idyllic,” as Marx 
expressed it, and “wretchedly stagnant” (as the Neue Zeit put 
it) times, Marx was able to sense the approach of revolution 
and to rouse the proletariat to the consciousness of its advanced 
revolutionary tasks. Our Russian intellectuals, who, like philis- 
tincs, vulgarize Marx, teach the proletariat in most revolution- 
ary times a policy of passivity, of submissively drifting “with 
the stream,” of timidly supporting the most unstable elements 
of the fashionable liberal partyl 

Marx’s appreciation of the Commune crowns the letters 
to Kugclmann. And this appreciation is particularly valuable 
when compared with the methods of Russian Social-Demo- 
crats of the Right wing. Plekhanov, who after December lOtlo 
faint-heartedly exclaimed; “They should not have taken to 
arms,” had the modesty to compare himself to Marx. Marx, 
he implied, also put the brakes on the revolution in 1870. 

Yes, Marx also put the brakes on the revolution. But see 
what a gulf yawns between Plekhanov’ and Marx in this 
comparison made by Plekhanov himself! 
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In November 1905, a month before the first revolutionary 
wave had reached its apex, Plekhanov, far fi%m emphatically 
warning the proletariat, definitely said that it was necessary 
to learn to use arms and to firm. Yet, when the struggle flared 
up a month later, Plekhanov, without making the slightest 
attempt to analyse its significance, its role in the general 
course of events and its connection with previous forms of 
struggle, bastined to play the part of a penitent intellectual 
and exclaimed: “They should not have taken to arms.” 

In September 1870, six months before the Commune, Marx 
definitely warned the French workers: Insurrection would be 
a desperate folly, he said in the well-known Address of the 
International. lie revealed in advance the nationalistic illusions 
concerning the possibility of a movement in the spirit of 1792. 
He was able to say, not after the event, but many months 
before; “Don’t take to ariias.” 

And how did he behave when this hopeless cause, as he 
himself had declared it to be in September, began to take 
practical shape in March 1871? Did he use it (as Plekhanov 
did the December events) to “take a dig” at his enemies, the 
Proudhonists and Blanquists who led the Commune? Did 
he begin to scold like a schoolmistress, and say: “I told 
you so, I warned you; this is what comes of your romanti- 
cism, your revolutionary ravings”? Did he [)rcaoh to the 
Communards, as Plekhanov did to the December fighters, 
the sermon of the smug philistine: “You should not have taken 
to arms”? 

No. On April 12, 1871, Marx writes an entlumastic letter 
to Kugelmann — a letter which we would like to see hung in 
the home of' every Russian Sotial-Democrat and of every lit- 
erate Russian worker. 

In September 1870 Marx called the insurrection a desperate 
lolly; but in April 1871, wihen he saw the mass movement of 
the people, he observed it with the keen attention of a par- 
ticipant in great events that mark a step forward in the world- 
historic revolutionary movement. 

This is an attempt, he says, to smash the bureaucratic mili* 
tary machine and not simply to transfer it from one hand to 
another. And he sings a veritable hosanna to the “heroic” 
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Paris workers led by the Proudhonists and Blanquists. “What 
elasticity,” he \4ftles, “what historical initiative, what a capacity 
for sacrifice in these Parisians! . . . History has no like ex- 
ample of a like greatness.”* 

The historical initiative of the masses is what Marx prizes 
aliove evei'ylhing else. Oh, if only our Russian Social-Demo- 
crats would learn from Marx how to appreciate the his- 
torical initiative of the Russian workers and peasants in Oc- 
tober and December 19051 

The 'homage paid to the historical initiative of the masses 
bj' a profound thinker, who foresaw failure six months be- 
fore — and the lifeless, soulless, pedantic: “They should not 
have taken to arms!” Are these not as far apart a.s heaven and 
earth? 

And like a participant in the mass struggle, to which he re 
acted with all his characteristic ardour and passion, Marx, liv- 
ing in exile in London, sets to work to criticize the immediate 
steps of the “foolishly brave” Parisians who were ready to 
"storm heaven.” 

Oh, how our present “realist” wiseacres among the Marx- 
ists who arc deriding revolutionary romanticism in Russia in 
1906-07 would have sneered at Marx at the time! How people 
would have scoffed at a materialist, an economist, an enemy 
of utopias, who pays homage to an “attempt” to storm heaveiil 
What tears, condescending smiles or commiseration these 
“men in mufflers"® would have bestowed upon him for his 
rebel tendencies, utopianism, etc., etc., and for his apprecia- 
tion of a heaven-storming movement! 

But Marx w-as not inspired with the wisdom of gudgeons* 
who are afraid to discuss the technique of the higher forms of 
1 evolutionary struggle. He discusses precisely the technical 
problems of the insurrection. Defence or attack? — he asks, as 

1 Ibid., p. 123.— Fd. 

* “Men in A/ u//lers’'— narrow-minded, hide-bound conservatives who 
stubbornly persist in shutting their eyes to the actual conditions of life. 
From the character depicted in the story by A. Chekhov entitled “Th* 
Man in a Muffler.”— Ed. 

' From the story by the well-known, Russian- satirist M. E. Saltykov- 
Shchcdriii — “The Wise Gudgeon.” The term denotes a terrified philistine 
who is afraid to crawl out of his nook in fear for his life.— Ed. 
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if the military operations were taking place just outside Lon- 
don. And he detides that it mtist certainly w attack: “Theij 
should have marched at once on Versailles ” 

This was written in April 1871, a few weeks before the 
great and liloody May. ... 

“They should have niarclietl at ouce on Ver.sailles"’ — should 
the insurgents who had begun the “desperate folly” (Septem- 
ber 1870) of storming heaven. 

“They should not have taken to arms" in December 1905 
in order to oppose by force the first attempts to withdraw the 
liberties that had been won. .. . 

Yes. Plekhanov had good reason to compare himself to 
Marx! 

“.Second mistake,” Marx .says, 'continuing his technical 
criticism: “The Central Committee [the military command — 
note this — the reference is to the Central Committee of the 
National Guard] surrendered its power too soon. . . 

Marx knew how to warn the leptlers against a premafufc 
rising. But his attitude towards the prohtariaf which Was 
storming heaven was fb.at of a practical adviser, ol a partici- 
pant in the striiyyle ol tin' masse.s. who were raising the whole 
movement to higher level in spile of the false theories and 
mistakes ol Blanqui and Proudhon. 

“However that may be.” be writes, “the i)rcsenl rising in 
Paris — even if it b(‘ crushed by the wolves, swine and vile curs 
of the old .society- is the most glorious deed of our Party since 
the June insurrection. ’ 

And Marx, without concealing Irom the proletariat a single 
mistake of the Commune, dedicati*d to this deed a work which 
to this very day serves as the best guide in the tight for 
“heaven” an<l as a Irighlful bugbear to the liberal and radical 
“swine.” 

Plekhanov dedicated to the December events a “work” 
which has almost become the biWe of the Constitutional-Demo- 
crats. 

Yes, Plekhanov had good reason to compare himself to 
Marx. 

Kugelmann apparently replied to Marx expressing certain 
doubts, referring to the hop<'lcssness ol the matter anrl prefer- 
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ring realism to romanticism — at any rate, he compared the 
Commune, an ^urreciion, to the peaceful demonstration in 
Paris on June 13, 1849. 

Marx immediately (April 17, 1871) reads Kugelmann a 
severe lecture. 

''World history/' he writes, "'would indeed be uery easy to 
make, if the struggle were taken up only on condition of in- 
fallibly favoumble chances."^ 

In September 1870 Marx called the iiisiirreclion a desperate 
(oily. But when the masses rose Marx wanted to march with 
them, to learn with them in the process of the struggle, and 
not to read them bureaucratic admonitions. He realizes that 
to attempt in advance to calculate the chances with complete 
accuracy would be quackery or hopeless pedantry. What he 
values above everything else is that the working class heroically 
and self-saorificingly takes the initiative in making world his- 
tory. Marx regarded world history from the standpoint of 
ttosc who make it without being in a position to calculate the 
chances infallibly beforehand, and not from the standpoint of 
an intellectual philistine who moralizes: “It was easy to fore- 
see ... they should not have taken to 

Marx was also able to appreciate that there are moments 
in history when the desperate struggle of the masses even for 
a hopeless cause is essential for the further schooling of these 
masses and their training for the next struggle. 

Such a statement ol the question is quite incomprehensible 
and even alien In principle to our present-day quasi-Marxists, 
who love to take the name ot Marx in vain, to borrow only 
his estimate of the past, and not his ability to make the future. 
Plekhanov did not even think of it when he set out after De- 
cember 1905 "to put the brakes on/' 

But it is precisely this question that Marx raises, without 
in the least forgetting that he himself in September 1870 re- 
garded insurrection as a desperate folly. 

“. . . The bourgeois canaille of Versailles,” he writes, 
“. . . presented the Parisians with the alternative of taking up 
the fight or succumbing without a struggle. In the latter case, 


• ( f. Kail Marx. Letters to Dr. Kugelmann, H)ng ed., 1934, p. 125.* Ed 
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the demoralization of the working class would have been a far 
greater misfortune than tlie fall of any nulfcer of ‘leaders.’ ” 

And with this we shall conclude our brief review of the les- 
sons in a policy worthy of the proletariat which Marx teathes 
in his letters to Kugelmann. 

The working class of Russia has already proved once and 
will prove again more than once that it is capable of “storming 
heaven.” 

February 1907 



PREFACE TO THE RUSSIAN TRANSLATION OF 
LETTERS BY J. F. BECKER, J. DIETZGEN, 

F. ENGELS, K. MARX AND OTHERS TO 
F. A. SORGE AND OTHERS 


The colleclion of letters by Marx, Eugels, Dit*tz{»en, Becker 
and otlier leaders of the international labour movement of the 
past century here presented to the Russian public is a needed 
ad^lRon to our advanced Marxist literature. 

jWe will not dwell in detail here on the importance of these 
letters for the history of Socialism and for a comprehensive 
treatment of the activities of Marx and Engels. This aspect of 
the matter requires no explanation. We shall only note that an 
understanding of the published lelters necessitates an acquaint- 
ance with the principal works on the history of the Interna- 
tional (see Jaeckh, The Internatioml, Russian translation in 
the Znaniye edition) , on the history of the German and Amer- 
ican labour movements (see Fr. Mehring, History of Gernmi 
Social-Democracy, and Morris Hillquit, History of Socialism 
in America), etc. 

Neither do we intend here to attempt a general outline of 
the contents of this correspondence or to express an opinion 
about the importance of the various historical periods to which 
it relates. Mehring has done this extremely well in his article. 
Der Sorgesche Briefivechsel (Neue Zeit, 25. Jahrg., Nr. t 
und 2) which will probably be appended by the publisher to 
the present translation or will be Issued as a separate Russian 
publication. 


• “The Sorgp Correspondence, Near Zei/, 25lh ye»r. Nos. 1 !in(J2. I'M 
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Tlie lessons which the militant proletariat must draw from 
an acquaintance with the intimate sides of Karx’s and Engels’ 
activities over the course of nearly thirty years (1867-1895) 
are of particular interest to Russian Socialists in the present 
revolutionary period. It is, therefore, not surprising that the 
first attempts made in our Social-Democratic literature to ac- 
quaint the readers with Marx’s and Engels’ letters to Sorge 
were also linked up with the “hurning” issues of Social-Demo- 
cratic tactics in the Russian Revolution (Plekhanov’s Sovre- 
mennaya Zhizn and the Menshevik Otkliki), And it is to an 
api)recialion of those passages in the published correspond- 
ence which arc specially important from the point of view of 
the present tasks of the workers’ party in Russia that we in- 
tend to draw the attention of our readers. 

Marx and Engels deal most frequently in their letters with 
the burning questions 6f the British, American and German 
labour movements. This is natural, because they were Germans 
who at that time lived in England and corresponded with their 
American comrade. Marx expressed himself much more fre- 
quently and in much greater detail on the French labour move- 
ment, and particularly on the Paris Commune, in the letters he 
wrote to the German Social-Democrat, Kugclmann.’ 

It is highly instructive to compare what Marx and Engels 
said of tile British, American and German labour movements. 
The comparison accpiires all the greater importance when we 
remember that Germany on the one hand, and England and 
America on the other, represent different stages of capitalist 
development and different forms of domination of the bour- 
geoisie as a class over the entire political life of these coun- 
tries. From the scientific standpoint, what we observe here is 
a sample of materialist dialectics, of the ability to bring out 
and stress the various points and various sides of the (jiiestion 
in accordance with the specific peculiarities of varying political 
and economic conditions. From the standpoint of the practical 
policy and tactics of the workers’ party, what we see here is 
a sample of the way in which the creators of the Communist 

1 Sw Letters of Karl Marx to Dr. Kugelmann, translation edited hv 
N. Lenin, with a foreword by the editor, .St. Petersburg, 1907. {C[. 
pp. 176-85 of lhi>! book. — Ed.) 
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Manifesto defined the tasks of the fighting proletariat in ac- 
cordance with the> varying stages of the national labour move- 
ment in various countries. 

What Marx and Engels most of all criticize in British and 
American Socialism is its isolation from the labour movement 
The burden of all their numerous comments on the Social- 
Democratic Federation in England and on the American So- 
cialists is the accusation that they have reduced Marxism to 
a dogma, to a “rigid (starre) orthodoxy,” that they consider it 
“a credo and not a guide to action,”^ that they are incapable 
of adapting themselves to the labour movement marching side 
by side with them, which, although helpless theoretically, is 
a living and powerful mass movement. “Had we from 1864 
to 1873 insisted on working together only with those who 
openly adopted our platform,” Engels exclaims in his letter of 
January 27, 1887, “where should we be today?”® And in an 
earlier letter (December 28, 1886), in reference to the influence 
of the ideas of Henry George on the American working class, 
he writes: 

“A million or two of workingmen’s votes next November for a bona 
fide workingmen’s party is worth infinitely more at present than a hundred 
thousand votes for a doctrinally perfect platform.”^* 

These are very interesting passages. There are Social* 
Democrats in our country who hastened to make use of them 
in defence of the idea of a “labour congress” or something in 
the nature of Larin’s /‘broad labour parly.”^ Why not in de- 
fence of a “Left bloc”? we would ask these precipitate “utiliz- 
ers” of Engels. The letters from which the quotations are taken 
relate to a time when the American workers voted at the elec- 
tions for Henry George. Mrs. Wischnewetzky — an American 

1 Marx-Hngels Selected Correspondence, p. 450.— Ed. 

2 /bid., p. 455.— Ed. 

® Ibid,, p. 454 — Ed. 

* In 1907 the Menshevik Larin strongly advocated the convening of 
a “labour congress” (at which the Social-Democrats, Socialist-Revolution- 
aries and Anarchists should be represented) the set purpose of which was 
to form a “broad labour party.” Lenin exposed this Menshevik proposal 
to liquidate the Social-Democratic Labour Parly as -a pernicious attempt 
to absorb the vanguard of the working class in the petty -bourgeois 
mass. — Ed 
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woman who married a Russian and who translated Engels’ 
works — asked him, as may be seen from Engels’ reply, to make 
a thorough criticism of Henry George. Engels writes (Decem- 
ber 28, 1886) that the time has not yet come for that, for it is 
necessary that the workers’ party begin to organize itself, even 
if on a not entirely pure program. Later on the workers would 
themselves come to understand what is amiss, “would learn 
from their own mistakes,” but “anything that might delay or 
prevent that national consolidation of the workingmen’s par- 
ty — ^no matter what platform — I should consider a great mis- 
take. . . 

Engels, of course, perfectly undei stood and frequently 
pointed out the utter absurdity and reactionary character of 
the ideas of Henry George from the Socialist standpoint. In the 
Sorge correspondence there is a most interesting letter from 
Karl Marx dated June^20, 1881, in which he characterizes 
Henry George as an ideologist of the radical bourgeoisie. “Theo- 
retically, the man [Henry George] is utterly backward (total 
arriere),” wrote Marx. Yet Engels was not afraid to join with 
this Socialist reactionary in the elections, provided there were 
peo[)le who could warn the masses of “the consequences of 
their own mistakes” (Engels, in the letter dated November 29, 
1886). 

Regarding the Knights of Labour, an organization of Amer- 
ican workers existing at that time, Engels wrote in the .same 
letter: “The weakest [literally: rottenest, faulsle] side of the 
K. of L. was their political neutrality. , . . The lirst great step 
of importance for every country newly entering into the move- 
ment is always the organization of the workers as an independ- 
ent political party, no matter how, so long as it is a distinct 
■workers’ party.”* 

It is obvious that absolutely nothing in defence of a leap 
ftom Social-Democracy to a non-party labour congress, etc., 
can be deduced from this. But whoever wants to escape Engels’ 
accusation of degrading Marxism to a “dogma,” “orthodoxy,” 
“sectarianism,” etc., must conclude from this that a joint elec- 


^ Marx-Eiigels Selected Correspondence^ pp. 453-54. — Ed. 
* Ibid., p. 450.— Ed. 
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tioii campaign with radical "bueial-reactionaries’' is sometimes 
permissible. 

But what is more interesting, of course, is to dwell not so 
much on these Amcrican-Russian parallels (we had to refer to 
them so as to answer our opponents), as oh the fundamental 
features of the Brilish and American labour movement. These 
features are: the absence of any at all big, nation-wide, demo- 
cratic problems facing the proletariat; the complete sub- 
jection of the proletariat to bourgeois politics; the sectarian 
isolation of groups, handfuls of Socialists from the proletariat; 
not the .slightest success of the Socialists at the elections among 
the working masses, etc. Whoever forgets these fundamental 
conditions and sets out to draw broad conclusions from 
*‘.\merican-Russian parallels,” displays extreme superliciality 
Engels lays so much stress on the economic organizations of 
the workers in such conditions bt'cause he is dealing with the 
most firmly estahlished democratic systems, which confront 
the proletariat with purely Socialist tasks. 

Engels stresses the importance ot an independent workers' 
part}, even though with a bad program, because he is dealing 
with countries where hitherto tliere had not been even a hint 
of political independence of the workers, where, in politics, the 
workers most of all dragged, and still drag, after the bour- 
geoisie. 

It would be ridiculing Marx’s historical method to attempt 
to apply the conclusions drawn from such arguments to coun- 
tries or historical situations where the proletariat had formed 
its party before the bourgeois liberals had formed theirs, 
where the trUdition of voting for bourgeois politicians is ab- 
solutely unknown to the proletariat, and where the next im- 
mediate tasks are not Socialist but bourgeois-democratic. 

Our idea will become even clearer to the reader if we com- 
pare the opinions of Engels on the British and American move- 
ments with his opinions on the German movement. * 

Such opinions, and extremely interesting ones at that, also 
abound in the published correspondence. And what runs like 
a red thread through all these opinions is something quite 
different, namely, a warning against the “Right wing” of the 
workers’ party, a merciless (sometimes — as with Marx in 
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1877-79 — a furious) war upon opportunism iif Social-Democ- 
racy. 

Let us first corroborate this by (jfuotations from the letters, , 
and then proceed to a judgment of Jhis phenomenon. 

First of all, we must here note the opinions expressed by 
Marx on Hochberg and Co. Fr. Mehring, in his article Der 
Soryesche Briefwechsel, attempts to tone down Marx’s attacks, 
as well as Engels’ later attacks on the opportunists — ^and, In our 
opinion, rather overdoes the attempt. As regards Hochberg and 
Co. in particular. Mehring insists on liis view that Marx’s judg- 
ment of Lassalle and the Lassallcans was incorrect. But, we 
repeal, what interests us liere is not an historical judgment of 
whether Marx’s attacks on particular Socialists were correct 
or exaggerated, but Marx's judgment in principle on definite 
currents in Socialism in general. 

While complaining about the compromises of tlie German 
.Social-Democrats witli the La.ssalleans and with Diihring (let- 
ter of October 19, 1877), Marx also condemns the compromise 
“with the whole gang of half-mature students and super-wise 
doctors” (“doctor” in German is a scientific degree correspond- 
ing to cnir “candidate” or “university graduate, class 1”), who 
want to give Socialism a “higher idealistic”’ orientation, that 
is to say, to replace its materialistic basis (which demands seri- 
ous objective study from anyone who tries to use it) by modern 
mythology, witli its goddesses of Justice, Freedom, Equality 
and Fraternity. One of the representatives of this tendency is 
the publisher of the Journal Zukunft, Dr. Hochberg, who 
“bought himself in” to the Party — “with ‘the noblest’ inten- 
tions, I assume, but I do not give a damn for ‘intentions.’ 
.Vnytliing more miserable (than the program of his Zukunft] 
has seldom seen the light of day with more ‘modest’ ‘presump- 
tion.’ ’•! 

likpnothcr letter, written almost two years later (Septem- 
Iwr 19, 1879), Marx rebuts the gossip that Engels and he were 
behind J. Most, and he gives Sorge a detailed account of his at- 
titude towards the opportunists in the German Social-Demo- 


^ ibid., p H50 - hd. 
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cratic Party. Tib Zukunft vfA& run by Hochberg, Schramm and 
Ed. Bernstein. M4rx and Engels^ rc/used to have anything to do 
^wifii such a publication, slid when the question was raised of 
establishing a new Party^ organ with the participation of this 
same Hochberg and with his flnancial assistance, Marx and 
Engels first demanded the acceptance of their nominee, Hirsch, 
as responsible editor to exercise control over this “mixture of 
doctom« students and professorial-Socialists” and then directly 
addressed a circular letter to Bcbel, Liebknecht and other 
leaders of .the Social-Democratic Party, warning them that they 
would openly combat “such a viilgarizatioh {Verluderung — an 
even stronger word in German) of theory and Party,” unless 
the tendency of Hochberg, Schramm and Bernstein changed. 

This was the period in the German Social-Democratic Party 
which Mchi^mg described in his tiistorg as “a year of confusion” 
(Ein Jahr aer Verwirrung). After the A^ti-Socialist Law, the 
Party did not at once find the right path, first succumbing to the 
anarchism of Most and the opportunism of Hochberg and Co. 
“These people,” Marx writes of the latter, “nonentities in 
theory and useless in practice, want to draw the tcetii of So- 
cialism (which they have corrected in accordance wuth the 
university recipes) and particularly of the Social-Democratic 
Party, to enlighten the workers, or, as they puf it, to imbue 
them with ‘elements of education’ from their confused half- 
knowledge, and above alll to make the Party respectable in the 
eyes of the petty bourgeoisie. They are just wretched counter- 
revolutionary windbags.” 

The result of Marx’^ “furious” attack was that the oppor- 
tunists retreated and — effaced themselves. In a letter of No 
vember 19, 1879, Marx anpounces that Hochberg has been re- 
moved from the editorial committee and that all the influential 
leaders of the Party — Bebel, Liebknecht, Bracke, etc. — have 
repudiated his ideas. The Social-Democratic Party orgap, the 
Social-Democrat, began to appear under the editorship ot Voll- 
mar, who at that time belonged to the revolutionary wing of 
the Party. A year later (November 5, 1880), Marx relates that 
he and Angels constantly fought the “miserable” way in which 
the Social-Democrat was conducted and often expressed their 
opinion sharply (wobeVs oft scharf hergeht) . Liebknecht visited 
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Marx in 1880 and promised that there would be an “improve- 
ment” in all respects. * * 

Peuce was restored, and the war never came out into the 
open. Hochberg retired, and Bernstein* became a revolutionary 
Social-Democrat — at least until the death of Engels in 1895. 

On June 20, 1882, Engels writes to Sorge and speaks of 
this struggle as already a thing of the past: “In general, tbing.s 
in Germany are going splendidly. It ii% true that the literary 
gentlemen in the Party tried to cause a reactionary swing, but 
they failed ignominiously. The abuse to which the Social - 
Democratic workers are being everywhere subjected has made 
them everywhere more revolutionary than they were three 
years ago. . . . The.se gentlemen [the Parly literary people] 
wanted at all costs to beg for the repeal of the Anti-Socialist 
Law by niildncss and meekness, fawning and humili^y, because 
it had summarily deprived them of their literary earnings. 
As soon as the law is repealed . . . the split will apparently be- 
come an open one, and the Vicrccks and Hochberg.s will form 
a separate Right wing, where they can be treated with from 
lime to lime until they definitclj' come a cropper. We an- 
nounced this immediately after the passage of the Anti-Social- 
ist Law, when Hochberg and Schramm published in the Jahr- 
hiich what was under the circumstances a most infamous judg- 
ment of the work of the Party and demanded more cultivated 
[jebildetes instead of gebildetes. Engels is alluding to tlie Berlin 
accent of tlic German literary people), refined and elegant 
behaviour of the Party.” 

This forecast of a Bernstciniad made in 1882 was strikingly 
confirmed in 1898 and subsequent years. 

And since then, and particularly after Marx’s death, Engels, 
it may be said without exaggeration, was untiring in his efforts 
to straighten out what the German opportunists had distorted. 

Thejipnd of 1884. The “potty-bourgeois prejudices” of 
the German Social-Democratic Reichstag deputies, who vot- 
ed for the steamship subsidy (Dampfersubvestion, sec Meh- 
ring’s History) are condemned. Engels informs Sorge that 
he has to correspond a great deal on this subject (letter of 
December 31, 1884). 

1885. Giving his opinion of the whole business of the 
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Danipfersuboention, Engels writes (June 3) that "it almost 
came to a split.” The “philistinism” of the Social-Democratic 
♦deputies was “colossal." “A petlyd>ourgeois Socialist fraction is 
inevitable in a country lilie Germany,” H^ngels says. 

1887. Engels replies to Sorgo who liad written that the 
Party was disgracing itself by electing such deputies as Vie- 
rwk (a Social-Democrat of the Hochberg type). There is 
nothing to be done — Engels excuses himself — ^the workers’ 
party (;annol find good deputies 'for the Reichstag. “The gentle- 
men of the Kiglit wing know that they are being tolerated 
only because of the Anti-Socialist Law, and that they will be 
tlirown out of the Party the very day the Party secures free- 
dom of action again.” And, in general, it is preferable that “the 
Party be better than its parliamentary heroes, than the other 
way round” (March 3, 1887) . Liebknecht is a conciliator — Engela 
complains — he always glosses over difftronces by phrases. But 
when it comes to a split, he will be with us at the derisive 
moment. 

1889. Two International Social-Democratic Congresses in 
Paris. The opportunists (headed by the French possibilists) 
split away from the revolutionary Social-Democrats. Engels 
(he was then sixty-eight years old) flings himself inlo the fight 
like a young man. A number ol letters (from January 12 to 
July 20, 1889), are devoted to the fight against the opportunists. 
Not only they, but also the Germans — Liebknecht, Rebel and 
others — ^are flagellated for their coneilialionism. 

The possibilists have sold themselves to the government, 
writes Engels on .January 12, 1889. And he accu.ses the mem- 
bers of the British Social-Democratic Federation of having 
allied themselves with the possibilists. “The writing and run- 
ning about in connection with this damned congress leave me 
no time for anything else.’' (May 11, 1889.) The possibilists are 
busy, but our people are a.sleep, Engels writes ang^y. Now 
(•ven Auer and Schippel are demanding thal we attenohe pos- 
sibilist congre.ss. But this “at last” opened Llebknecht’s eyes. 
Engels, together with Bernstein, writes pamphlets (signed by 
Bernstein — Engels calls them “our pamphlets”) against the op- 
portunists. “With the exception of the S.D.F., the possibilists 
have not a single Socialist organization on their side in the 
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whole of Europe. [June 8, 1889.] They are, consequently, fall- 
ing back on the non-Socialist trade unions [let the advocates 
of a broad labour parly, of a labour congress, etc., in our 
country take notel]. From America they will get one Knight 
of Labour.'' The opponent is the same as in the fight against 
the Bakunists: “Only with this diiTerence that the banner of 
the Anarchists has been replaced by the banner of the possi- 
bilists. There is the same selling of princiidcs to the bour- 
geoisie for c()nc<‘Ssioiis in retail, namely, for well-paid jol)v» for 
the leaders (on Ihe town councils, labour exchanges, etc.).” 
Broiisse (the leader of the possibilists) and Ilyndman (the leader 
of the S.D.F. which had united with the poK>ibilists) attack 
“authoritarian Mans ism” and want to form the “iiiicieus of a 
new International.” 

“You can have no idea of the naivete of tlie Germans. 11 
has cost me Ireniendoiis Effort to explain even to Bebel what 
it really all means.” (June 8, 1889.) ^d when the two con- 
gresses met, when the revollllionary Social-Dejuocrats numer- 
ically excee<led the possibilists (united with the trade union- 
ists, the S.D.F. , a section of the Austrians, etc.), Imgels was 
jubilant (July 17, 1889). lie was glad that the conciliatory 
plans and proposals of Liebknecht and others had failed 
(.July 20, 1889). “It serves our sonlimeutal conciliatory brelhrcn 
right, that for all their amicableiiess, they received a good kick 
in llieir teiiderest spot. Tins wdll cure them for some time'.” 

. . . Mehring was right when he said (Der Sorgesche Brief- 
wcchsel) that Marx and Engels had not much of an idea of 
“good manners'': “If they did not think long over every blow 
they dealt, neither did they whimper over every blow they re- 
ceived. ‘If you think that your pinpricks can pierce iny old, 
well-tanned and thick hide, you arc mistaken,’ Engels once 
wrote.” And the imporviousness they had themsehes acc|iured 
Ihcy attributed to others as well, says Mehring of Marx and 
lingels. 

1893. The flagellation of the “Fabians,” which suggests it- 
self — when passing judgment on the Bernsteinites (for was it 
not with the “Fabians” in England that Bernstein “reared” his 
opportunism?). “The Fabians are an ambitious group here in 
London who have understanding enough to realize the inevi- 
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lability ot the social rcvolutioo, but who could not possibly 
entrust this gigantic task to the rough proletariat alone and 
are there! ore kind enough to set themselves at the head. Fear 
of the revolution is their fundamental principle. They are the 
‘educated' par excellence. Their socialism is municipal social- 
ism; not the nation but the municipality is to become the owner 
oi the means ot production, at any rate for the time being. 
Tills socialism of theirs is then represented as an extreme but 
inevitable consequence of bourgeois Liberalism, and hence fol- 
low Iheh tactics ot not decisively opposing the Liberals as ad- 
versaries but of pushing them on towards Socialist conclusions 
and theretore ot intriguing with them, of ‘permeating Liber- 
alism with Socialism,’ ot not putting up Socialist candidates 
against the Liberals, hut ot tastening them on to the Liberals, 
forcing them upon them, or deceiving them into taking them 
That in the course of this process they are cither lied to and 
deceived themselves or else betray Socialism, they do not of 
course realize. * 

“With groat industry they have produced amid all sorts of 
rubbish some good piopagandisl writings as well, in tact the 
best ot the kind which the English have produced. But as soon 
as they gel on to their specific tactics ot hushing up the class 
struggle it all turns putrid. Hence too their fanatical hatred of 
Marx and all ot us - because ot the class struggle. 

“These people have of course many bourgeois followers 
and there! oie money. . . 


A CLASSICAL JUDGMENT OF THE OPPORTUNISM OF 
THE INTELLECTUALS IN SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY 

1894. The Peasant Question. “On the Continent,’’ Engels 
writes on November 10, 1894, “success is developing the ap- 
petite tor more success, and catching the peasant, in the literal 
sense of the word, is becoming the fashion. First the French 
in Nantes declare through Lafargue not only . . , that it is not 
our business to hasten . . . the ruin of the small peasant which 
capitalism is seeing to for us, but they also- add that we must 

I Ibid., pp. 505-06. — Ld. 
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directly protect the small peasant against taxation, usurers and 
landlords. But we cannot co-operate in this, first because it 
is stupid and second because it is impossible. Next, however, 
Vollmar comes along in Frankfurt, and wants to bribe the 
peasantry as a whole^ though the peasant he has to do with in 
Upper Bavaria is not the debt-laden poor peasant of the Rhine- 
land but the middle and even the big peasant, who exploits his 
men and women farm servants and sells cattle and grain in 
masses. And that cannot be done without giving up the whole 
principle.”' 

1(St)4, December 4. 

”. . . The Bavariaas, who have become very, very oppor- 
tunistic and have almost turned into an ordinary people’s party 
(that is to say, the majority of leaders and many of those who 
have recenllj' joined the Party), voted in the Bavaiian Diet for 
the budget as a whole; and Vollmar in particular has started 
an agitation among the peasants withvtiic object of winning 
the Upper Bavarian big peasants— people who own 25 to so 
acres of land (10 to 30 hectares) and who therefore cannot 
manage without wage-labourers — instead of winning their 
farmhands.” 

We thus see that for more than ten years Marx and Engels 
systematically and unswervingly fought opportunism in the 
(lerman Social-Democratic Party and attacked intellectuat phi- 
listinism and petty-bourgeoisdom in Socialism. This is an ex- 
tremely important fact. The general public knows that German 
Social-Democracy is regarded as a model of Marxisl proletarian 
policy and tactics, but it does not know what a constant war 
llie founders of Marxism had to wage against the “Right wing” 
(l']ngels’ expression) of that parly. And it is no accident that 
soon after Engels’ death this war turned from a concealed war 
into an open war. This was an inevitable result of the decades 
of historical development of German Social-Democracy. 

And now we very clearly perceive the two lines of Engels’ 
(and Marx’s) recommendations, directions, corrections, threats 
and exhortations. They most insistently called upon the British 
and American Socialists to merge w-ith the labour movement and 

» Ibid, p 
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to eradicate the harrow and hidebound sectarian spirit from 
their organizalions. They most insistently taught the German 
%>cial-Dcinucrats to beware of succiunbing to philistin- 
fsm, to parliamentary idiotism” (Marx’s .expression in the 
letter of September 19, 1879), to petty-bourgeois intellectuai 
oppoiluiiism. 

Is it not characteristic that our Social-Democratic gossips 
have noisily proclaimed the recommendations of the first kind 
and have kept their mouths shut, have remained silent over 
the recommendations of the second kind? Is not such one- 
suk’dness m appraising Marx’s and Engels’ letters the best in- 
dication. in a sense, ot our, Russian Social-Democratic . . 
“one-sidedness”*’ 

At the present moment, when tlie mlcniational lahoui 
movement is displaying symptoms of protound terment and 
wavering, when extremes ol opportunism, “parliamentary idiot- 
ism” and philistine rdifirmism have evoked opposite extremes 
of revolutionary syndicalism, the general line of Marx’s and 
Isngels’ “amendments” to Hritish and American Socialism and 
German Socialism acquires exceptional, importance. 

In countries where thex-e are no Social-Democratic workers' 
parlies, no Social-Democrafic members ol i>arliamcnf, no sys- 
tematic and consistent Social-Democratic policy either at elec- 
tions or in the press, etc., Marx and Engels taught that the So- 
cialists must at all costs nil themselves of nariow sectarianism 
and join with the labour movement so as to shake up the pro- 
letariat politicalhj, for in the last third of the nineteenth cen- 
tury the proletariat displayed almost no political independence 
either in England or America. In these countries — where his- 
torical bourgeois-democratic tasks were almost entirely ab- 
sent — the political arena was wholly filled by the triumphant 
and self-complacent bourgeoisie, which in the art of deceiving, 
corrupting and bribing the workers has no equal anywhere in 
the world. 

To think that these recommendations of Marx and Engels 
to the British and American labour movement can be simply 
and directly applied to Russian conditions. is to use Marxism 
not in order to comprehend its method, not in order to study 
the concrete historical peculiarities of the labour movement in 



PREFACE TO LETTERS TO SORCE 


199 


definite countries, but in order to settle petty factional, intel- 
lectual accounts. 

On the other hand, in a country where the bourgeois- 
democratic revolution was still incomplete, where “military 
despotism, embellished with parliamentary forms” (Marx’s ex- 
pression in his Critique of the Gotha Program) prevailed, and 
still prevails, where the proletariat liad long ag^ bec^ drawn 
into politics and was pursuing a Social-Democratic policy, 
what Marx and Engels feared mosl of all in such a country 
was parliamentary vulgarization and philistine debasement ol 
the la.sks and scope of the labour movement. 

It is all the more our duly to emphasize and advance this 
side of Marxism in the period of the bourgeois-democratic rev- 
olution in Ku.ssia because in our country a large, ‘•brilliant” and 
rich boiirgeoi.s-libcral press is vociferously trumpeting to the 
proletariat the “exemplary” loyalty, the i)arliamentary legal- 
ism, the mod<'.sty and moderalion of the^eighbonring German 
labour movement. 

This mercenary lie of the bourgeois betrayers of the Rus- 
sian Revolution is not due to accident or to the personal de- 
pravity of certain past or future ministers in the Cadet cainj). 
It is due to the prolound economic interests bf the Russian 
liberal landlords and liberal bourgeois. .\nd in combating this 
lie, this “making the masses stui)id” {Massenverdtimmting — 
Engels’ e\pres.sion in his letter of November 29, 1880), the let- 
ters of Marx and Engels should serve as an indispensable 
weapon for all Ru.ssian Socialists. 

The mercenary lie of the bourgeois liberals holds up to the 
people the exemplary “modesty” of the German Social-Demo- 
crats. The leaders of these Social-Democrats, the founders of 
the theory of Marxism, tell us; 

“The revolutionary language and action of the French has 
made the whining of the Vierecks and Co. [the opportunist 
Social-Democrats in the German Reichstag Soci.M-Democratic 
fraction] sound quite feeble [the reference is to the formation 
of a labour parly in the French Chamber and to the Deca- 
zcville strike, which split the French Radicals from the French 
proletariat], and only Liebknecht and Rebel spoke in the last 
debate . . . and both of them spoke well. We can with this d<*- 
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bate once more show ourselves in decent society, which was 
by no means the case with all of them. In general it is a good 
thing that the leadership of the Germans [of the international 
social movement], particularly after they sent so many Philis- 
tines to the Reichstag (which, it is true, was unavoidable), 
has become rather disputable. In Germany everything be- 
comes philistine in peaceful times; and therefore the sting of 
Fi ench comjh'tition is absolutely necessary. . . (Letter of 
\pril 29, 1886 ) 

Such are the lessons which must be drawn most firmly of 
all by the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party which >s 
ideologically dominated by the influence of German Social- 
Democracy. 

These lessons are taught us not by any particular passage 
m the correspondence of the greatest men of the nineteenth 
centurv, but bv the whole spirit and substance of their com- 
radely and frank criticism of the international experience ot 
the proletariat a critidsm which shunned diplomacv and petty 
considerations 

How tar all the letters of Marx and Engels were indeed 
imbued with this spirit may also be seen from the following 
passages which it is true are, relatively speaking, of a partic- 
ular nature, but which on the other hand are highly character- 
istic. 

In 1889 a young, fresh movement of untrained and un 
skilled labourers (gasit^orkers, dockers, etc.) began in England, 
a movement marked by a new and revolutionary spirit. Engels 
was delighted with it. lie refers exultingly to the part played 
bv Tussy, Marx’s daughter, who agitated among these work- 
ers “ The most repulsive thing here,” he says, writing from 
London on December 7, 1889, “is the bourgeois ‘respectability’ 
which has grown deep into the bones of the workers. Tlie di- 
vision of society into a scale of innumerable degrees, each rec- 
ognized without question, each with its own pride but also 
with its native respect for its ‘betters’ and ‘superiors,’ is so 
old and firmly established that the bourgeois still find it pretty 
easy to get their bait accepted. I am not at all sure, for in- 
stance, that John Burns is not secretly prouder of his popular- 
ity w’ith Cardinal Manning, the T.,ord Mayor and the bourgeoisie 



PREFACE TO LETTERS TO SORCE 


201 


in general than of his popularity with his own class. And Cham- 
pion — an ex-Licutenant — has intrigued for years with bour- 
geois and especially with conservative elements, preached So- 
cialism at the parson’s Church Congress, etc. Even Tom Mann, 
whom I regard as the finest of them all, is fopd of mentioning 
that he will be lunching with the Lord Mayor. If one com- 
pares this with the French, one can see what a revolution is 
good for after all.”* 

Comment is superfluous. 

Another example. In 1891 there was danger of a European 
war. Engels corresponded on the subject wiili Bebel, and they 
agreed that in the event of Russia attacking Germany, the 
German Socialists must desperately fight the Russians and any 
allies of the Russians. “If Germany is crushed, then we shall 
be too, while in the most favourable case the struggle will be 
such a violent one that G^ermany wiil only be able to hold on 
by revolutionary moans, so that very possibly we shall be 
forced to come into power and play the part of 1793.” (Let- 
ter of October 24, 1891.)* 

Let this he noted by those opportunists who cried from the 
Imusctops that “Jacobin” prospects for the Russian workers’ 
party in 190.5 were un-Social-I)emocratic! Engels .squarely 'sug- 
gests to Bebel the possibility of the Social-Democrats having 
to parlici])atc in a provisional government. 

Holding such views on the tasks of Social-Democratic 
workers’ parties it is quite natural that Marx and Engels should 
have the most fervent faith in the Russian Revolution and its 
great world significance. We see this ardent expectation of a 
revolution in Russia in this correspondence over a period of 
nearly tweiiiy years. 

Here is Marx’s letter of September 27, 1877. He is quite en- 
thusiastic over the Ea.stern crisis:® “Russia has long been stand- 
ing on the tlireshold of an upheaval, all the elements of it 
are prepared The gallant Turks have hastened the explo- 
sion by years with the thrashing they have inflicted The 


‘ Ibid., p. m.—Ed. 

* Ibid., p. 494.— Ed. 

■* This refers fo the Russo-Turkish war (1877-78) and thr complica- 
tions in inlprmtinnal rplntions which it evoked --Rd 
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upheaval will begin secundum artem [according to the rules 
of the aril with some playing at constitutionalism and then 
there will be a fine row (et il g aura un beau tapage) . If Mother 
Nature is not particularly unfavourable towards us we shall 
still live to sue the fun!”‘ (Marx was then fifty-nine years old.) 

Mother Nature did not — and could not very well — permit 
Marx to live “to see the fun.” But he foretold the “playing at 
conslitutionalism,” and it is as though his words were written 
yesterday in relation to the First and Second Russian Dumas. 
And we know that the warning to the people against “playing 
at constitutionalism” was the “living soul” of the tactics of boy- 
cott so detested by the liberals and opportunists. . . . 

Here,is Marx’s letter of November 5, 1880. He is delighted 
with the success of Capital in Russia, and takes the part of the 
\arodovoltsi against the newly-arisen group of Chernopere- 
deltsi.~ Marx correctly perceives the anarchistic elements in 
the latter’s views. Not knowing and having then no oppor- 
tunity of knowing the future evolution of the Chernopere- 
deltsi-Narodniks into Social-Democrats, Marx attacks the Cher- 
noperedeltsi with all his trenchant sarcasm; 

“These gentlemen arc against all political-revolutionary ac- 
tion.' Russia is to make a somersault into the anarchist-com- 
raunist-atheist millenium! Meanwhile, they are preparing for 
this leap with the most tedious doctrinairlsin. whose so-called 
principles are being hawked about Ihe street ever .since the 
late Bakunin.” 

Wc can gather from this how Marx would have judged the 
significance for Russia of 15)05 and the following years of the 
‘■political-revolutionary action” of Social-Democracy.^ 

^ Ibid.^ p. 348. — Ed. 

2 NarodouoftKi and (Jivrnoperedeltsi — i.e., nit*ndM'rs of Hie Populist 
organizations — “Narodnaya Volya” (see footnote to p. 88 and “Cherny Pere- 
del” (“Black Redistribution”). Unlike the Nnrodouoltsi, the Chernopere- 
delt^i innintaiiird that a direct political struggle against the tsarist autoc- 
racy was of secondary importance and advocated support of the demands 
of the people for a general and “just” division of all the land as the 
liraclicjl aim of their group Its existence was shorl-Pved. The leaders of 
the group, headed hy Plekhanov, very soon adopted the standpoint of 
Marxism.— EJ. 

® By the wav, if my memorv does not deceive me Plekhanov or 
V. I. Zasulich told me in 1900-03 about the existence of a letter of Bngels 
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Hero is a letter by Engels dated April 6, 1887: “On the 
other hand, it seems as if a crisis is impending in Russia. The 

recent attentats rather upset the apple-cart ” A letter of 

April 9, 1887, says the same thing “The army is full of dis- 

contented, conspiring offlcers. | Engels at that time was in- 
fluenced by the revolutionary struggle of the “Narodnaya 
Volya” party; he set his hopes on the offlcers, and did not yet 
sec the revolutionary Russian soldiers and sailors, who mani- 
fested themselves so magnilicenlly eighteen years later ] I do 

not think things will last another year; and once it breaks 
out [losgeht) in Russia, then hurrah!” 

A letter of April 23, 1887: “In Germany there is persecu- 
tion [of vSocialists] after persecution. It looks as if Bismarck 
wants to have everything ready, so that the moment the rev- 
olution breaks out in Russia, which is now only a question of 
niontlis, Germany could immediately tollow her example (los- 
fjeschlagcn werden)." 

The months proved to be very, very long ones. Doubtless. 
Philistines will be found who, knitting their brows and wrin- 
kling their foreheads, will sternly condemn Engels' "revolution- 
ism,” or will indulgently laugh at the old utopias of the old 
revolutionary exile. 

Yes, Marx and Engels erred much and often in determin- 
ing the i)roximily of revolution, in their hopes in the victory 
of revolution (e.y., in 1848 in Germany), in their taith in the 
imminence of a German “republic” (“to die for the republic,” 
wrote Engels of that period, recalling his sentiments as a pai- 
ticipant in th(* military campaign for an imperial constitution 
in 1848-49). They erred in 1871 when they were engaged in 
“raising revolt in Southern France, for which” they (Becker 
writes “we.” referring to himself and his nearest friends: let- 
ter No. 11 of July 21, 1871) “did, .sacrificed and risked all that 

was humanly possible ” The same letter says: “If we had 

had more means in March and April we would have roused 

to Plekhanov on Our Differences and on the characlor ol the impciMlin{{ 
r<ivolulion in Russia. Tt would be intorcstiuR to know prcciselv — is there 
such a letter, does it still exist, and is it not time to publish it? (See Engels’ 
letter to Zasulic h of April 2:i, 1885. Marx-Engeh, Selected Correspondence, 
pp. 438-48.— Ed.; 
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the whole of Southern France and would have saved the Com- 
mune in Paris.” But such errors — ^the errors of the giants of 
revolutionary thought who tried to raise and did raise the pro- 
letariat of the whole world above the level of petty, common- 
place and trifling tasks — are a thousand limes more noble and 
magnificent and historically more valuable and true than the 
puerile wisdom of official liberalism, which sings, shouts, ap* 
peals and exhorts about the vanity of revolutionary vanities, 
the futility of the revolutionary struggle and the charms of 
counter-revolutionary “constitutional” fantasies — 

The Russian working cla.ss will win its freedom and give a 
fillip to Europe by its revolutionary action, full though it may 
be of mistakes — and let the philistincs pride themselves on the 
infallibility of their revolutionary inaction. 

April lOlfi). 1907 



THE DEVELOPMENT OF CAPITALISM IN RUSSIA 

TJ!E PROCESS OF FORMATION OF THE HOME MARKET FOR 
LARCE-SC\L£ INDUSTRY 

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 

{Excerpt) 

The present work was written ill the period just preceding 
tlie Russian Revolution, during the temporary Inll that set 
in alter the outbreak of the big strikes of 1895-%. I’he labour 
uiovenu'iil at that time retired within itself, as it wort, spread- 
ing and gaining depth and preparing for the beginning ot the 
demonstration movement of 1901. 

The analysis of the social and economic .system, and, con- 
setpienlly, of the class structure of Russia given in this work 
on the basis of an economic investigation and critical examina- 
tion of statistical data is now being corroborated by the op^n 
political action of all classes in the course of the revolution. 
The leading role of the proletariat has been fully revealed It 
has also been revealed that the strength of the proletariat in 
the historical movement is immeasurably greater than the pro- 
portion it constitutes of the total population. The economic 
basis of both these phenomena is shown in tlic present work. 

Further, the revolution is now increasingly revealing the 
dual status and dual role of the peasantry. On the one hand, 
the extensive remnants of the corvde system and all sorts 
of survivals of serfdom, together with the unprecedented im- 
poverishment and ruin of the poor peasants, fully explain the 
deep sources of the revolutionary peasant movement, the deep- 
lying roots of the revolutionary spirit of the peasantry as a 
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mass. On the other hand, the course of the revolution, the 
character of tlie various political parties, and the numerous 
political ideological trends all reveal the inherently contradic- 
tory class structure of this mass, its petty-bourgeois nature, 
and the antagonism between the proprietor and proletarian 
tendencies within it. I'he wavering of the impoverished small 
proprietor between tbe counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie and 
the revolutionary proletariat is as inevitable as is the tact in 
every capitalist sociel> that an insignificant minority of the 
small producers grow rich, “come up in the world,” become 
bourgeois, while the overwhelming majority are cither utterly 
ruined and become wage- workers or paupers, or else constantly 
live on the verge of a proletarian existence. The economic basis 
of both trends among the peasantry is shown in the present 
work. 

On this economic basis, the revolution in Russia, of course, 
is inevitably a bourgeois revolution. This Marxist thesis is 
absolutely incontrovertible. It must never be lost sight of. It 
must always be applied to all economic and political questions 
of the Russian Revolution. 

Rut one must know how to apply it. The concrete analy.sis 
of the status and the interests of the various classes must serve 
to define the precise meaning of this truth as applied to this 
or that question. The contrary method of reasoning, not infre- 
quently met with among the Social-Democrats of the Right 
wing, headed by Plckhanov, namely, the endeavour to find 
answers to concrete questions in the simple logical develop- 
ment of the general truth about the fundamental character of 
^%ur revolution, is a vulgarization of Marxism and a sheer 
mockery of dialectical materialism. With reference to people 
who from the general truth about the character of the revolu- 
tion deduce, for example, that the “bourgeoisie” must play 
the leading role in this revolution, or that the Socialists must 
support the liberals, Marx would probably have repeated the 
words of Heine he once quoted: “1 sowed dragons and reaped 
a harvest of fleas.” 

On the economic basis of the Russian Revolution, two fun- 
damental lines of development and issue are objectively pos- 
sible for it: 
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Either the old landlord economy, which is linked wilh serf- 
dom by a thousand threads, will be preserved and slowly trans- 
tormed into a purely capitalistic, “Junker” economy. The 
basis tor the final transition from the otrabotki'^ system to 
capitalism will then be the internal metamorphosis of feudal 
landlord economy. The whole agrarian system of the state 
will become capitalistic, while retaining the features of serfdom 
for a long time to come. Or the old landlord economy will be 
broken up by revolution, which will destroy all remnants of 
serfdom, big landlordism in the first place. The basis for the 
final transition from the otrnbotki system to capitalism will then 
be the free development of small peasant economy, which will 
have been greatly stimulated by the expropriation of the landed 
estates for the benefit of the peasantry. The whole agrarian sys- 
tem will become capitalistic, for the more completely the 
traces of serfdom are abolished, the speedier will be the dis- 
integration of the peasantry. In other words: either land- 
lordism and the chiet pillars of the old “superstructure” 
remain practically inlact — in which case the predominant role 
will he played by the monarchist libcial bourgeois and land- 
lord, the prosperous peasants will rapidly go over to their side, 
and the pea.sant masses will be degraded, for riot only will they 
be expropriated on an enormous scale, but in addition, they 
will be reduced to bondage by some scheme or other for com- 
pensation that the Cadets will devise, and crushed and stupefied 
by the rule of reaction — the executors of this sort of bour- 
geois revolution will be politicians of a typi* akin to the Octob- 
rists.* Or landlordism and all the chief pillars of the old “super- 
structure” corresponding to it will be destroyed; the proletariat 
and the peasant masses will then play the predominant role, 
while the unstable or counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie will 
be neutralized; productive forces will develop most rapidly 
and freely on capitalist lines, while the masses of the workers 

^ Labour rent. — Tr. 

2 Octobrists — members of the reactionary “Union of October Seven- 
teenth” who represented the interests of big industrial capital and the 
big landlords who ran their farms on capitalist lines. Tliey called them- 
selves “Octobrists” bixause they formally adopted the platform of the 
tsarist Manifesto of October 17, 1905 which promised the people civil 
liberty. — Tr. 
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and peasants will enjoy the best conditions generally conceiv- 
able under commodity production — and in that case the most 
favourable conditions will be created for the further prosecu- 
tion by the working class of its real and fundamental task of 
Socialist reconstruction. Of course, an endless variety of com- 
binations ot the elements of one type or another of capitalist 
evolution arc possible, and only hopeless pedants would at- 
tempt to solve the peculiar and complex problems that arise 
in this connection merely by quoting some opinion or otlTer 
expressed by Marx concerning a diiferent historical epoch. 

The work here submitted to the reader is devoted to ait 
analysis of the pre-revolutionary economics of Russia. In a 
revolutionary epoch a country lives so rapidly and impetuously 
that in the heat of the political struggle it is impossible to de- 
termine the major results of economic evolution. Messrs, the 
Stolypins,* on the one hand and the liberals on the other (not 
only the Cadets a la Struve, but all the Cadets in general) are 
working systematically, persistently and consistently to con- 
summate the revolution in accordance with the first model. The 
coup d’etat of June 3, 1907,® we have just witnessed marks a 
victory for the counter-revolution, which is striving to ensure 
the complete predominance of the landlords in the so-called 
Russian popular representative assembly. But liow durable this 
“victory” will be is another question, and the struggle for the 
second issue to the revolution is continuing. Not only the pro- 
letariat, but the broad masses of the peasantry as well are more 
or less resolutely, more or less consistently, more or less con- 
sciously striving for this issue. In spite of all the efforts of 
the counter-revolution to stifle the direct mass struggle by open 
violence, and in spite of all the efforts of the Cadets to stifle 
it by their despicable and hypocritical counter-revolution- 
ary ideas, it breaks out, now here now there, do what they 
will, and puts its impress upon the policy of the Narodnik 

* P. A. Stolypin (1862-1911)— Minister of the Interior and Chairman 
of the Council of Ministers. Notorious lor the suppression of the first 
Russian Revolution (1905-07) and for the subsequent period of ruthless 
political reaction. — Ed, 

^ On June 3, 1907. the tsar dispersed the Second State Duma. A new 
election law, for elections to the Third Duma, was promulgated, which 
curtailed still furtlier the rights of the workers and peasants . — Ed 
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’loiler" parlies, althou|i*li the upper crust ol* peUy-l)oiirjj[eois 
political leaders (particularly the “Popular Socialisls" and ine 
Trudoviki) are undoubtedly inlected with the Cadi t spirit ol' 
Ireachery, MolciialiiiisiiP and the snin‘j[noss of moderate and 
pun(;tilious phihslines or ofticiaU. 

IIow this stnm.ijlo will end, or what will he the final result 
of tile first assault of the Uiissian llovolulion it is as yel im- 
possible to say. The time has therefore not yet arrived (nor, in- 
deed, do the immediiale parly duties of a participant in the 
labour movenieiit leave leisure) for a Ihorou^^h revision ol the 
present work.* The second edition cannot j»(> beyond a de- 
scription of the /jrc-revoliilioiiary economics of Kussia. Tlu* 
aiitlior was oblij'ed to coniine himself to a perusal and eorrec- 
lion of the text and also to adding IJie most essential os Ihe 
latest statislical material, such as the returns of the last horse 
eeiisiises, the harvest slall.siks, the returns of the national 
CPllSils of the population ol 1807, new laclory slalislics, etc. 

The Author 

Jul> 1907 


1 Molclmlin—a pelly ofliciaf careerist uiid s\i*uptiaiit in 

(iribo5^cdov's play VVit Works Woe. — Ed. 

2 perhaps such a revision would require au extension of this work: 
111 that case the iirst volume would have to be resiricled to an analysis 
of the pre-revohilionary economics of Hussia, and the second volume de- 
voted to a study of the outcome and results ol the revolution. 
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V 

The hoycoH is one of the best revoliifioiiai y traditions of 
the most eventliil and heroic period of the Russian Revohifion. 
Wc said above llial one of our tasks is carefully to preserve 
these Iradilions in f'eneial, to cullivate them and lo purine Iheni 
of liberal (amt opportunist) parasites. We must stop a moment 
to analyse this task in older properly lo deline its meaning 
and to eliminate misinterpretations and misunderstandings 
iliat might easily arise. 

Marxism diflers from alt oilier Socialist theories in liiat it 
lemarkabty eomhines eomplele s'-ienlilie soundness in the anal- 
ysis of the objective state ol atfairs and the objeclive course of 
inolution with the most detinite recognition ol the impo'dance 
of the revolutionary energy, rexolulionary creative genius and 
revolutionary initiative ol the masses— and also, of course, of 
individuals, gioups, organizations and parlies that are able 
lo discover and exercise contact with classes of one kind or 
another. .\ high appreciation of revolulionary periods in the 
devi'lopmeul of humanity is .something that follows logically 
from Marx’s historical views as a whole; it is in such periods 
that are resolved the numerous contradictions that slowly ac- 
cumulate in periods of so-called peaceful development. It is 
in such periods that the direct role of the various classes in the 
determination of the forms of social life tfianifesis itself with 
the greatest force, and that the foundations are created for the 
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political “superstructure,” which then for a long lime con- 
tinues to persist on the basis of the new productive relations. 
And unlike the bourgeois liberal llieoreticians, Marx did not 
regard these periods as deviations from the, “normal” path, not 
as manifestations of “social disease,” not as the deplorable re- 
sults'^of excesses and mistakes, but as the most vital, impoi lanl, 
essential and decisive moments in ttie history of human so- 
cieties. The period of their participation in the mass revolu- 
tionary struggle of 1848-49 sta.nds oiit as the central point in 
the activities of Marx and Kngels. It was from this point that 
they jirociM'ded when determining the destiny of the labour 
movement and democracy in ditfereiit couiitriis. it was to this 
point that they alw'ays returned to determine the intyi^sic 
nature of the various cla.sses and their tendencies in the most 
vivid and purest form. It was from the standpoint of the rev- 
olutionary period of that dime that they always judged the 
taler and smaller political formations and organizations, polit- 
ical tasks and political eonllicis. It is not for nothing that 
the ideological leadoi's of liberalism, like Sombarl, cor- 
dially h.ale this fealure ol the activities and literary works 
of Marx and ascribe it to the “bitterness of an exile.” 
11 is so like the vi rmin of policje-bourgeois umversity science to 
ascribe what is Ihc most inseparable constituent part of Marx's 
and Engels* revolulionary outlook to personal bitterness, to the 
peisoiial disconiforls of life in exile! 

In one of his letters, 1 think it was to Kngelinann, Marx in 
passing makes a most characteristic remark, one that is j)artir- 
ularly inleresling from the standpoint of the question we are 
discussing. He says that the reaction in Germany had almost 
succeeded in stamping out the memory and traditions of the 
revolutionary ei)och of 1848 from the minds of the people.' 
Here we have the tasks of reaction and the tasks of the party 
of the proletariat in relation to the revolulionary traditions of 
a given country strikingly contraslcd. The task of reaction is 
to stamp out llu‘se traditions, to represent the revolution as 
“elemental madness” — Struve’s Irauslalion of the German ''das 
tolle Jahf' (“the mad year” — the expression used of the year 

^ See Kart Mar\. Letters to Dr Kuyelmaiuh Kng. ed,, 1934, letler of 
.March 3, 1809. — Ed. 
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1X48 liy the German policc-butirgeoi<> hi&lorians, and even more 
widely by German university-professorial historiography) . It is 
Ihe task of reaction to gel the people to forget the forms of 
struggle, the lorms of organization and the ideas and slogans 
that were engendered by the revolutionary period in such pro- 
fusion and variety. Just as those obtuse eulogists of English 
philistinism, the Webbs, try to represent Chartism, the revolu- 
tionary period of the English labour movement, as pure child- 
ishness, as “sowing wild oats,” as a piece of naivete unworthy 
of serious attention, as an accidental and abnormal deviation, 
so llie German bourgeois historians treat the year 1848 in Ger- 
many. Such also is the attitude of the reactionaries to the Great 
French Revolution, which to this day reveals the vitality and 
strength of its influence on humanity by the fact that it still 
inspires the most savage liatred. And in the same way our 
heroes of counter-revolution, particularly former “democrats” 
like Struve, Milyukov, Kizevettcr and “futti quanli,”^ vie w'ith 
each other in vilely slandering the revolutionary traditions of 
the Russian Revolution. Rarely tw'o years have elap.sed since the 
direct mass struggle of the proletariat won the particle of 
freedom over which Ihe liberal lackeys of the old regime are 
so rapturous, yet in our publicist literature a strong trend has 
already arisen which calls itself liberal (I!), which is fostered 
in the Cadet press and which is wholcly devoted to depicting 
our revolution, revolutionary methods of struggle, revolution- 
ary slogans and revolutionary traditions as something base, 
primitive, naive, elemental, mad, etc. . . . and e\en criminal . . . 
from Milyukov to Kamyshansky il n’y a qu'un pas!^ On the 
other hand the successes of reaction, which first drove the peo- 
ple from the .Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies to the 
Dubasov-Slolypin Duma* and is now driving it to the Octobrist 
Duma, seem to the heroes of Russian liberalism to be “the pro- 
cess of growth of constitutional consciousness in Russia.” 

It is undoubtedly the duty of Russian Social-Democrats to 

• Ttie rest.- 

- There is only one step. — Ed, 

* Terra coined from the names of Slotypin (sec footnote on p. 208) and 
F. V. Duliasov (1816-1912), the Governor-General of Moscow notorious 
lor Ihe rutliless way in wliieh he crushed the armed uprising of the 
Moscow workers in ncccmher 1905. — Ed. 
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sludy oiir revolution very carefully and thoroughly, to acquaint 
the masses with ils forms of struggle, forms of organization, 
etc., to sirengthen the revolutionary traditions among the peo- 
ple, to instill in the masses the conviction that important and 
lasting improvements can lie achieved solely and exclusively 
through the revolutionary struggle, and to systematically ex- 
pose the utter baseness of those smug liberals who pollute the 
social atmosphere with the miasma of “constitutional” servil- 
itj', treachery and Molchalinism. In ttjc history of the struggle 
for liberty a single day of the October strike or of the Decem- 
ber ui’rising is a hundred times more signitieant than months 
of servile Cadet speeches in tl«e Duma on the si'ibject of a non- 
responsible monareli and a conslitiitional monarchy. W(> inu.st 
.see to it— for if we do not no one else will- that the i)eoplc 
should know llmse vigorous, meaningful, highly signilicant and 
poiienloiis days far more ihoronglily, completely and circum- 
slanlially than those monlljs of “con-stittilional ’ sufiocalion 
and DalalaiKin-Molehalin progress.’ whieli. with Ihe benevolent 
eonnivanee of Slolypiii and Ins retinue of censors and gen- 
darmes, onr liberal parly and non-party “democratic’’ (ugh! 
ugh!) press lauds so zealously. 

There is no doubt that in many ca.ses .sympathy for Ihe boy- 
polt is created precisely by tliese praiseworthy efforts of revo- 
lulionaries to foster the tradition of Ihe best revolutionary peri- 
od of Ihc past, to enliven the desolate swamp of present-day. 
dral), everyday life by a spark of bold, o])Pn and resolute strug- 
gle. Hut it is just liecause we prize Ibis concern for rcvohilion- 
ary traditions lliat we must vigorously protest against the view 
that the ap[Jicaliun ol oiu* of the .slogans of a particular liis- 
torical period can help lo restore the essenlial eondltions of 
that period. II is one thing lo preserve the traditions of the 
revolution, lo know how lo use them for constant proi)aganda 
and agitation an<I for acquainting the ma.s.ses with Ihe condi- 

' Bnfnhfil'irfMolchaUn profjrrss -llio <»xpn'ssi()n is from AJ. K S:ilty* 
Kov-Sh(»liPflrin*s satires: Amidst Mcdiocniy and Accuracy and A Present- 
Day Idyll. Balalaikin — a type of pettifogging lawyer who is out lo make 
ills ‘'fortune ' and does not slop at any means to achieve this purpose. 
^olchnlin—ii type adapted bv Ihe hiissian satirist from Grilioyedov’s play 
(see footnote lo p. 200). —/vd. 
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lions ot a direcl and agi^iossive struggle against the old societ>, 
but it is another thing to repeat a slogan which is torn from the 
ensemble of conditions that gave rise to it and guaranteed its 
success and to apply it to fundamentally -different conditions 

Marx himself, who valued revolutionary traditions so highly, 
and unmercifully castigated a renegade or philistine attitude to- 
wards them, at the same lime demanded that revolutionaries 
should be able to think, should be able to nnalyse the condi- 
tions for the application of old methods ot struggle, and not 
simply to repeal certain slogans. The “national” traditions of 
1792 in France will perhaps forever remain a model of cer- 
tain revolutionary methods of struggle, but Ibis did not pre- 
\eiit Marx in 1870. in the famous Address of the International, 
from warning the French proletariat against the mistake ot 
transferring those traditions to the conditions of a diflerenl 
period 

The same is true in Kussia VVe must study the conditions 
for the up]ilication of the bovcott. we must instill in the masses 
the idea that tlie boycott is an entirely legitimate and some- 
times essential method at moments when the revolution is on 
the rise (no matter what the pedants who lake the name of 
Mar\ in vain say). Hut whether revolution is reallv on flu 
rise which is the fundamental tondition for proclaiming a 
bojcolf— IS a question which one must be able to raise in- 
dependcnllv and to decide on the basis of a serious analysis 
of the facts. It is our dutv to prepare the wav for such a rise, 
as far as it ties within our power, and not to i enounce the 
boycott at the proper moment for boycott; but to regard the 
boycott slogan as being generally applicable to every bad or 
very bad representative institution would certainly be a mistake 

Take the argument llial was used in defence and support 
of the boycott in the “days of tieedom” and you will im- 
mediately realize the impossibililv ot simplv transferring these 
arguments to present-day conditions. 

When advocating the boycott in 1905 and the beginning ot 
1906 we argued that participation in the elections would tend 
to dampen ardour, to surrender the position to the enemy, to 
lead the revolutionary people astray, to facilitate an agreement 
between tsarism and the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie 
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and so on. What was tlie iiinduinonlal pi-einise iinderlyin}? 
these arguments, a premise not always e.xpres^ed, hut always 
a.ssumed as something taken lor gi'anled nt that limef This 
premise was the rich revolutionary energy of the ina.sses, which 
sougIH and I'ound direct outlets apart from “conslitutional” 
channels. Tliis premise was that the revolution maintained a 
continuous offensive against reaction, an oll'cri.sive which it 
would have been criminal to weaken l)y occupviug and defend- 
ing a position that was dctiheratciv i»rol«‘rri*<i hv the enemy in 
order to weaken tlie general onsSauglit. Try to repeal tlie.se ar- 
guments apart from the conditions of this lundamental prem- 
ise anct jou wit' immediately discern the disharmony of youi 
“music, " the lalseness of sour basic note. 

It would he equall) hopeless to utlemjil to jnslitv llie lioj 
cott by drawing a distinetion between liie .Sc cond and Third 
Dumas. To I'egard the <|i(rerence lietweam die Cladets (wlio in 
the .Second Duma ullerlv betrayed the people to Ihe Hlack- 
llundreds) and the Octobrists a*- a serious and Itindametital 
dilference. to attach any real sigmiicance to tin notorious 
“coustitlllion” that was torn up by the coup d’etat ol .lime .‘1 
is something that in general coriesponds nn''‘h more to Hu* 
spirit of vulgar democracy than to the spirit ni res.ilulioieirs 
.Social-Democracy. We have always said, maintained and reit- 
erated that the “constitulion” ot the Fiisl and .Second Dumas 
was only a phantom. I.hal Ilu' ('ade!-,' ia!k was onlv a inanoen- 
\re to conceal their Octobrist naliire. and that Ihe Duma was 
a totally unsuitable instrument lor salislsin., I!u demands of 
the proletariat and the peasantry. For us .lune .‘5 lt)07, i.s a 
natural and inevitable result ot the del eat ol December IDOr) 
Wc were never “captivated" by the charms ol the “Duma" co’i- 
slitution, and .so we cannot he particularly disaiijioinled by the 
transition from reaction embellished and lacqum-ed over by 
Rodichev’s phrasemongering to '•eaclion tlial is naked, open 
and brutal. Perhaps the latter is an even more effective means 
of sobering the boorish liberal simpletons, or tlie sections ol 
the population they have led astray. . . . 

Compare the Menshevik Stockholm resolulion with the 
Ilolshevik London resolution on Ihe .Stall* Duma. You will find 
that the first is florid, prolix, lull of high flow., phrases about 



Ihe sijfnificatice ol 11k* Diiiiia aii'I swollen with the cousi ious- 
iicss of Ihe grandeur ol work in Ihe Duma. The second is 
simple, concise, sol)cr and modest. Tlie first resoliiliou expresses 
a .spirit of pliilislino rejoicing over llie union of Social-Democ- 
racy and conslitulionalLsin (“the new power that has arisen 
from ilie womb of the pcophV’ and so on and so forth in this 
same (alse, stereotyped spirit). The secojuj resolution can he 
j)araphrased approximately as follows; since Ihe accursed 
rouiiter-revohilion Ims driven us into this accin-sed pigslv, lei 
ns woflt oven tliQre for the benefit of Die revolution, wilhoiit 
whining, bid also wit hold boasting 

Hy delending ihe Duma from tin* I>oycolt when we wen* 
.slill in the period oi direct revolutionary struggle, the Menshe- 
viks, as it were, gave their pledge to the people that the Duma 
would l)c something in Ihe nature of a weapon of the revolution. 
And they have most solemnly come a eropp(‘r o\e*r this jdedge. 
Hut if we Ilolslievilvs gave any pledge at all, it was hy asserting 
lhal lh(*’ Duma was Mie olfspring ol couidcr-revolution ami that 
no real good could l)e expected Irom il. Our vi(*w has lieen 
splendidly confirmed far, and il can he safely asserted lhal 
it will continue to be confirined by future events Unless the 
Oclober-December strategy is “corrected'’ and repealed on the 
basis of the new data, there will never be freedom in Russia. 

Therelore, when 1 am told that the Third Duma caiinol 
be utilized as the Second Duma was, that Ifie masses c innol 
be made to uiiderslaiul llial it is necessary to take part in it, 
I waul lo answer; il hy “utilize ' is meant Menshevik bombast, 
in the nature ol a \M*apon of the revolution, etc., then it certain- 
Iv i-aiinol. Ihil then even the first two Dumas proved in fact 
to be steps lo the Octobrist Duma, and yet we utilized them 
lor a siniide and modest* purpose (propaganda and agitation, 
criticism and explaining lo Ihe mas.ses what is taking place), 
for which we shall always he able to utilize oven the worst 

^ See article ia Vrolcitinj (Geneva), 1905, “The Uoycoll of Ihe Bulygin 
Dumn,” where we ])oiiUed out lhat we do not renounce the use of the 
Duma generally, but lhal we are now solving another problem eonfronl- 
ing us, viz., the, problem of fighting for a direct revolutionary path. See 
also the article in Prolctarij (Russian), 1906, No. U “On the Boyrotl,’* 
where the modesty of the henefll'j lo be derived from work in the Duma 
is em))hasized. 
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rpprc'scnlalive in&tilutions. A speech in the Duma will not call 
lorlh any “revolution,” and propaganda in connection with the 
Duma is not distinguislied by any parlichlar merits; but the 
advantage that Social-Democracy can derive from either is not 
less, and somelimes even greater, than the advanlage to be 
derived from a printed speech or a si)eech delivered at some 
other gathering. 

And we must explain our participation in Itie Octolirisl 
Diiiiia to the masses in just as .simjde a manner. Owing ^ the 
defeat of December 1905 and the failure of tlie attempts ot 
190(> 07 to “repair” this doteal, reaction inevitably drove us 
and will continue to driiw us into worse and woise quasi- 
constitulional institutions. No matter wtiere we are we stialt 
always defend our convictions and advocate our views, and 
always insist tlial no good can be expected as long as llie old 
regime remains, as long its it is not eradicated. Let us prepare 
the conditions lor a new rise of tlie revolution, and until it 
lakes place and in order tbal it may lake place, lei us work 
more persisleidly and refrain from advancing slogans whicb 
have meaning only when Ihe revolution is on Ihe rise. 

It would he equally wrong to regard the bovcoll as a line 
of tactics which sols ihe proletariat and i)arl of the revolution- 
ary bourgeois democracy in opposition to lihcialism and 
reaction, Thi' boycott is not a line of tactics, but a special moans 
of struggle suilable under .special conditions. I'o confuse 
Holshcvism witli “boycoltism" would lie as mistaken as to 
confuse it with “tioyevism.”' The diireronce between the 
llolslieviK amt Menshevik tines of tactics lias already lieen fiillv 
revealed an'd has taken siia|>e in the fundamentally diirerenl 
resolutions adopted in the spring of 1905 at the Tlolshevik Third 
(',ongress in London and the Menshevik (',oufercnee in Geneva. 
There was no talk then either of hoycoll or of '•boijvvism'’ nor 
could lliere ho. .\s everyone knows, our line of tactics differed 
verj' dollnilely from the Menshevik line both in the elections 
to the Second Duma, when we were not l)oycolli.sts, and in 
the Second Duma itself. Our lines of tactics divergi* on all means 
and methods of struggle, in every field of the struggle, without 

• From hogeviyt' oiryady, combalant dolvtvUirwnXs --Ed 
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any special methods ol struggle peculiar to any line being 
created. And if the Ijoycolt of the Third Duma had been justi- 
licd on the grounds of, or called fortli by the collapse ol 
rcoolutionanj expectations in connection with the First or thr 
Second Duma, by the collapse of a “lawful,” “strong,” “du- 
rable,” and “genuine” consliliition. it would have been Men- 
shevism of the worst kind 


VII 

To sum up. The slogan of the bojcolt arose during a special 
historical period. In 1905 and the beginning of 1900 the 
objective slate ol alVairs ronfronted the combatant social forces 
with the problem ol choosing the immediate path: a direct 
revolutionarv poll) or a change to a constitutional monarcli>. 
The meaning of llie agitation for a boycott wa"; mainly to 
coml)at CQiislitiitional illusions. The condilion for the success 
ot the boycott movement was a wide general, rapid and power 
iul rise ol the revolution. 

In all these respects the slate of affairs now, towards lilt* 
autumn of 1907. does not call lor such a slogan and docs nol 
juslily il. 

While conlimiing our day-to-day work ol prc|>iring tor the 
<‘leclions, and while nol ret using belorehand to ni.rliripati; even 
ni the most reaclk)nar> represenlali\o inslilntions. we must 
concentrate all our jiropaganda and agitation upon explaining 
lo the people Ihf coimeclion between the December deleat and 
all the suhso(|ueiit decline of liberty and abuse of the constitu- 
tion. We must instill in the masses the linn conviction that 
unless there is a direct mass struggle such abuse will inevitably 
continue and grow stronger. 

Without renouncing the application ol the slogan of the 
boycott at time'» ol rising revolution, when the need lor such 
a slogan may seriously arise, we must at the present moment 
direct all our efforts towards transforming by our direct and 
immediate influence <*very rise in the labour movemenl into a 
general, wide, revolutionary and offensive movement againsj^ 
reaction as a whole and against its fouiulalions 
July 1907 
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TJierp IS a '>a>in;’ llial il {•eomelrical axioms aflocU'd liiiman 
intarests allonipts wouM corlainly be made »o relule them. 
Theories of I he natural sciences which conflict with Die old 
|)rejudices ol theology provoked, and still |)ro\()ke, the most 
tabid opposition. No wonder, thereiore, that the Marxiati 
doctrine, which directly ai>rves to enlighten and organize the 
advanced class in modern society, w’hich indicides the tasks 
ot this class aiul which proses the inesitalile llsy \irtue ol 
economic deselopment) replacement ol the present ssslem b\ 
a new order no wmnder that this doctiine h.td Ir light at 
esery step in ils coiirso. 

'I’heie is no need to speak ot bourgeois science and philoso- 
phy, which are oflicially taught by ollicial professors in order 
to beluddlf llu' using generation ol tlie possessing classes and 
to “coacti" it against the internal and foreigit enemy Tl'is 
science will not esen hear ol Marxism, declaring that il has 
been reluled and annihilated The young scienlisls wlio ai’e 
Iniildiiig their careers by reluling Socialism, ind the decre( it 
elders who-preser\e the traditions ol all the va ’ions outworn 
“systems," attack Marv with equal /eat. The proyic''' ot Marx- 
ism and the lad that ils itieas are spreading and taking linn 
liold among the working class inesilahlv lend to increase ihc 
tretpiency and iiileiiMly ol llu^e lionrgeois attacks on Marxism, 
which only diecomes stronger, more hardened, and more te- 
nacious every time it is “annihilated'’ bv oflieial science 

But Marxism by no means con.solidaled ils position imme- 
diately even among doclrines which are connected with the 
struggle of the working* class and wliich are current mainly 
among the prolelarial. In the first half-century ol its existence 
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(troni llu' lorties on) Marxism was enf^aged in cninbaliiii* 
theories funclamonlally hostile lo it. In llie first half of Ihe 
’forties Marv and luigols demolished the radieal Young Hegel- 
ians, wlio professed pliilosoplucal idealism. At the end of the 
'forties the struggle invaded the domain of ecoiioiiiic doctrine, 
in opposition to Proudhonism. The 'titties saw the completion 
ol this struggle: the criticism of the parlies and doctrines vvhifii 
manilesled themselves in the stormy year of 1818. In the 
\si\lies the struggle was transferred from the domain of general 
theory to a domain closer to the direct labour movement: tlie 
(»joclion of Pakimism from the International. In the early 
'seventies the stage in Germany was occupied lor a short wJiilo 
by the IVoudhonist Miihlberger, and in the latter 'se\entics by 
the positivist Diihring. But the influence of l)otIi uu the prole- 
tariat was already absolutely insignificant. Marxism w^as already 
gaining an unquestionable victory over all other ideologies in 
the labour movement. 

By the 'nineties this victory wus in the main completed, 
liven in the Latin eouniries, wdiere the traditions of Proiidtion- 
ism held their ground longest ot all, the labour parties 
actually l)ased their programs and tactics on a Marxist founda- 
tion, The revived international organization of the Ia])our move- 
ment — in the shape of periodical international congresses — 
from the outset, and almost without a slruggle, ad()|>led the 
Marxist standpoint in all essentials. But alter Marxism had 
ousted all I lie more or less consistent doctrines ho.stile to it, 
the tendencies expressed in those doetrines began to seek other 
channels. TUo forms and motives of the struggle changed, hut 
the struggle continued. And the second half-century in the 
exislenee of Marxism liegan (in the 'nineties) svilh th(‘ struggle 
of a trend hostile to Marxism wdtliin Marxism. 

Bernstein, a one-lijne orthodox Marxist, gave his name to 
this enrreni l»y making the most noise and advancing the most 
integral expression of Ihe amendments to Marx,* the revision 
of Marx, revisionism. Even in Russia, where, owing lo the 
economic backwardness of the country and the y»reponderance 
of a peasant population oppressed by the relics of serfdom, 
non-Marxian Socialism has naturally 'held its ground longest 
of all, it is plainly passing into revisionism before our very eyes 
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Holh in lilt* agrarian question (the program of the inunicipali- 
zalion of all land) and in general questions of program and 
ladies, our social-Narodniks are more and more subslituling 
‘‘amendments” to Marx for the moribund and obsolescent 
Vjrmnants of the old system, which in its own way was integral 
and fundamonlally hoslilc to Marxism. 

Pre-Marxian Socialism has been smashed. It is now continu- 
ing the struggle not on ils own independent soil but on the 
general soil ol Marxism — as revisionism. Let ns, then, examine 
Uie ideological conlenl of revisionism. 

In the domain of philosophy revisionism clung to the skirls 
Ol 4)onrgeois professorial “science.” The proiessurs went “back 
lo Kaiil” — and revisionism followed in the wake of the neo- 
Kaiitians. The professors repealed, for the thousandth lime, the 
Ihreadbare banalities urge<^l by the priests against philosophical 
materialism — and Hie revisionists, smiling eondescendingly, 
miimhled (word for word a iter the latest Ihindhucli) that ma- 
terialism liad been “refuted'’ long ago. The professors treated 
Itegel as a “dead dog,” and while they tlumselves preached 
idealism, only an idealism a thousand times more petty and 
banal than Hegel's, they contemplnoiisly shrugged Iheir slioul- 
ders at diah’ctics — and the revisionists floundered after them 
into the swamp of pliilosophical vulgari/ation of science, replac- 
ing “artful” (and revolutionary) dialectics l)y “simple’’ ^and 
traruiuil) “evolution." 1’he profe.ssors earned llicir ollicial 
salaries by adjusting l)olh Iheir idealist and “critical” systems 
to the dominant mediaeval “philosophy ' (/.e., to theology) — 
and the revisionists drew close lo them and endc'avoured lo 
make religion a “private affair,” not in relation to the modern 
stale, but in relation lo the parly of the advanced class. 

Wlial the real class significance ol such “ameiidmciils” lo 
Marx was need not be said — it is clear enough. We shall simply 
note that lliewily Marxist in the inleriialional Social-Democrat- 
ic movement who criticized from I he standpoint of consistent 
dialectical materialism llic incredilde banalities uttered by the 
revisionists was Plekhanov. This must be stressed all the more 
emphatically since thoroughly mistaken allcmpls are being 
made in our day lo smuggle in the old and reactionary philosoph- 



K‘iil rubbish imclei Ihe ^uist* ol criticizing Plekiianov's. tactical 
opportunism.^ 

Passing to political economy, it must be noted first of all 
that the ‘‘ainendmonts” of the revisionists in this domain were 
much more comprehensive and circumstantial; attempts wer»' 
made to inlluence llie public by adducing ‘‘new data of econom- 
ic development.'’ It was said that concentration and the ousting 
of small-scale production by large-scale production do not 
occur in agriculture at all while concentralion proceeds extreme- 
ly sl()\^ly ill commerce and industry. It was said that ciises 
had now Ix'come rarer and of less force, and that the cartels 
and trusts would juohably enable capilal to do away with 
crises allogelhcT. It was said that the “theory of lliu collapse*' 
to which capilalism is heading, was unsound, owing to the 
tend(*ncy of class conlradiciions to hecome less acute and mild- 
er. It was said, dually, that it would not be aiiiiss lo correct 
Marx’s theory of value in accordance willi Pdlim-Hawerk. 

'file liglit against the revisionists on these questions re.sulted 
m as fruitful a revival of the theoretical thought of internation 
al Socialism as follow'ed Irom Engels’ controversy wdlh Diihring 
twenty years earlier. The argiimeiils of the revisionists were 
analysed with lli<‘ help of facts and ligures. It was proved that 
the revisionists were systematically presenling modern small- 
scale production in a favourable light. Tlie technical and 
commercial superiority of large-scale production over small- 
scale production l)oth in indu.stry and in agriculture is proved 
by irrefutable lacts. Hut commodity production is far le§s 
developed in agriculture, and modern slatisliciaiis and econo- 
mists are usually not very skilful in picking out the special 
branches (sometimes even operations) in agriculture which 
indicate that agriculture is being progressively drawn into the 

1 See Studies in the Philosophy of Marxism by Bogdanov, Bazarov 
and others. This is not the place to discuss this book, and 1 must al pres- 
ent coniine mjself lo slating llial in the very near tulttro 1 shall show 
ill a series ot arlielcs or in a separale pamphlel that everything I have 
said in the text about the neo-Kanlian revisionists essentially applies al.se 
lo these “new” neo-Humist and nco-Berkekyan revisionists. (In hi.s 
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, which Lenin wrote shortly after 
I in 1909], he siihjecItMl Bogdanov and the res! of the revisionists, together 
with their philosophical teachers— Aveiiarius and Macii-’-lo a withering 

erilicisni.— fJd.)' 
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ricliawje ol world ocoiiom>. Sniall'hcale produclioii iiiainlaiiis 
ilsdl on the ruins of natural economy by a steady deterioration 
m nourishment, by chronic starvation, by the lengthening of 
the working day, by the delerioralion in the quality of cattle 
^nd in the care given to cal lie. in a word, by the very methods 
wlaereby handicraft production maintained itself against 
capitalist manufacture. livery advance in science and tech- 
nology inevitably and rt‘lcnllessly nudermincs the foundations 
ol small-scale production in capilalisl society, and it is the task 
of Socialist economics to investigate lliis process in all its — 
oileii complicated and inlric^de— forms and to demonstrate to 
Ihe small producer the impossibility of holding his own under 
capilalism, the hopelessness of peasant farming under capital- 
ism, and the ncc<‘ssiiy ol the peasant adopting the standpoint 
of Ihe prolidarian. On this qaeslion the revisionists sinned from 
the scieiitinc standpoint bv siiperlicially giaierali/ing from 
fads selected one-sidedly and wilhoul relerenco to the system 
ot capitalism as a whole; they sinned from the polilical siaud- 
point by t|ie Jacl that they inevitably, whelher they wanted to 
or not, iiivilid or urged the peasant to adopt the slandpoiiit 
of the master (/.c., Ihe staiulpoinl of the bourgeoisie), instead 
of urging him lo adopt the standpoint ol Hie revolulionary 
proletarian. 

The iiosilion ol ie>isionism was even worse as lar as 
Ihe theory of crises and the theory ot collapse were concerned. 
Only lor the sliortesl space of time could p^^ople, and then 
only Ihe moM sliorl-siglued. Hunk of remodelling the foimdation.s 
of Ihe Marxian doctrine under Ihe inliiience of a lew years 
of industrial boom and prosperity. Fads very soon made it 
clear lo the icvisionisls that crises were not a thing ol the past: 
prosperity was followed by a crisis. Tlie forms, the si^qiience, 
the picture of Hie particular crises changed, but crises re- 
mained an inevitable couiponeut of Hie ca])ilalist system. 
While nniliiig production, the cartels and trusts at the same 
lime, and in a way that was obvious lo all, aggravated the 
anarchy of production, the insecurity of existence of the prole- 
tariat and the oppression of capilal, thus intensifying class 
contradictions lo an unprecedented degree. That capitalism is 
moving towards collapse —in the sense both ol individual polit- 
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ical and ecoouiiiic criiic's and ol the coiiiplelu wreck of the 
entire capitalist system — has been made very clear, and on a 
very large scale, precisely by tlie latest giant trusts. The recent 
linancial crisis in America and the frightful increase of un- 
emjjloyment all over Kiirope, to say nothing of the impending 
industrial crisis to which many symptoms are pointing— all 
this has brought it about that the recent “theories” of the revi- 
sionists are being lorgotten by everybody, even, it seems, by 
many of the revisionists themselves. But the lessons which this 
instability of the intellectuals has given the w'orking class must 
not be lorgotten. 

As to the theory ol value, it shoidd only be said that apart 
Irom hints and sighs, exceedingly vague, for Bdhm-Bawerk. 
the revisionists have here contributed absoluteLy nothing, and 
have therefore left no traces whatever on the development ol 
scieutitic thought. 

In the domain of politics, revisionism tried to revise the 
very loundaliou of Mar.xisin, namely, the doctrine Of the class 
struggle. Political freedom, democracy and universal sidfrage 
remove llie ground lor the class struggle — we were told — ^and 
render untrue the old proposilion of llie Communist Manifesto 
that the workers have no country. For, they said, since the 
"will ot the majority” prevails under democracy, one must 
neither regard the slate as an organ of class rule, nor reject 
alliances willi the progressive, social-reformist bourgeoisie 
against the reactionaries. 

It cannot be disputed lliul tliese uhjcclioiis of the revision' 
isls consliluled a fairly harmonious system of views, namely, 
llie old and well-known liberal bourgeois views. The liberals 
have always said Ibal bourgeois parliamentarism destroys class- 
es and class divisions, since the right to vole and the right to 
participate in slate afl'airs are shared by all citizens without 
distinction. Tlie whole hislory of Europe in the .second half 
of the nineteenth century, and the whole history of the Russian 
Revolution at tlie beginning of the twentieth, clearly show how 
absurd such views are. liconomic distinctions are aggravated 
and accentuated rather than mitigated under the freedom of 
“democratic” capitalism. Parliamentarism does not remove, 
but rather lays bare the innate character even of the most 
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(leinocralic Imur^eois roi)iiblic\s as organs of class oppression. 
!5y helping to enlighten and to organize immeasurably wider 
masses of the population than those wliirh previously look 
an active part in political events, parliamentarism does not 
^lake lor the elimination of crises and political re volii lions, 
Ifkl lor the maximum accentuation of civil war during such 
revolutions. The events in Paris in the spring of 1871 and the 
events in Russia in the winter of 1905^ showed as clear as clear 
coidd be how inevitably lliis accentiiatioji comes about. The 
French bourgeoisie without a moment's hesitation juade a deal 
with the common national enemy, the f(*reign army which had 
ruined ils fatherland, in order to crush the proletarian move- 
ment. Whoever does nol iiiidmlaild lilt' ineviUiblc inner 
dialeclics ol |)arliamenlarism and lanirgeois democracy — wdiich 
tends to an even nu»re acut(‘ decision of a dispute by juass 
violence lliaii formerly- will never be able through parliamen- 
tarism to coiulucl propaganda and agitation that are consistent 
in j)rinciple and really pre[>are the working-class masses to 
lake a victorious part in such “disputes.*’ Tlu* experience of 
alliances, agreements and blocs wilh the social-reformist liberals 
in the West and wilh the liberal reformists ((^onslitulional- 
Domocrals) in the Russian revolulion convincingly showed that 
the.se agreements only blunt llie consciousness ol the masses, 
that they weaken rather than enhance the actual significance 
of their struggle by linking the fighlers wdtli the elements who 
are least capable of lighting and who are most vacillating and 
treacherous. French Millcrajuhsm - the biggest experiment in 
applying revisionist political tactic.s on a wide, a really national 
scale — has provided a praclical judgmenl of revisionism wiiich 
wdll never he lorgollcn by llie prolclariat all over the world. 

A natural couiplemcul lu the economic and political len- 
dcncics of revisionism w^as its attitude to the linal aim of Ihe 


* TIir relereiico is to: 1 1 The uprising ol the Paris workt'rs in March 
18“ 1, as a rosull of whicti the Paris Commune — a “governintMil of the 
working class" as Marx cletined it, was set up for llie first lime in history. 
It was bloodily suppressed by the reactionary French governmeiil in con- 
junction with the Prussian army of occupation. 2) The armed uprising ol 
the Moscow w'orkers in December IQOo svhich w^as ruthlessly crushed by 
Ihc tsarist govern men 1. Ed, 



S(K*ialjsl 'I’he iiiovoiiioiil is everjllunj?, llie iiiial 

<tiin is nolhiii.i* ' Ihis caU'hplirase ol 15(»nisU*jn’s expresses the 
Vihstance ol lexisionisiii lielter than many long argiimeiils. 
The poIie> ol revisionism consists in clelerniining its conduct 
Jroni case to case, in adapting itselt to the events ot the day 
and lo the chops and changes ol petty politics; it consists ia 
Uirgelling llie liasic inl^'rests ol liie proletariat, the main leatures 
ol ltn‘ capitalist systcmi as a whole and ol capitalist evolution 
as a whole, and in sacrificing these basic interests lor the real 
or assumed advanlaj^es ol the moment. And it patently lollows 
Iroin the verv nature ol this policy that it may assume an 
iiilinile variety ol I onus, and that evTry more or less '‘new” 
(pieslion, e\erv nioie or less une\peeleil and unloreseen turn 
ol events, c*ven lliougli it may change the basic line ol develop- 
ment onlv lo an insignificant degree and onlj tor llie shortest 
pciiod ol time, willalvvavs inevilal)l> give use to one or anothei 
varielv ol revisionism 

Tlie inevitability ol levisionism is deleimined by its class 
loots in modern socielv. Revisionism is an international phe- 
nomenon. No more oi less inloinied and thinking Socialist can 
have the slightest doubt that the relation Jietween the ortliodox 
and the Reriisleiniles in (jcrmany, the (luesdites and the Jaiires 
iles (and now pailicularly the liroussites) in France, the 
Social-Democratic Federation and the Independent Labour 
Farlv in Ciieal Rrilain, de Rroiickere and Vandervelde in Bel- 
gium, the iiili'gralists and the retormists in Italy, and the Bol- 
sluwiks and Die Mensheviks in Russia is everv where essentially 
sinnlai notwilJistanding the gigantic variety of national and 
historically-derived conditions in the present slate ol* all these 
coiintnes. In reality, the 'division*' wdthin the present inler- 
national Socialist movement is now proceeding along one line 
in all the vaiious countries of the world, which testifies to a 
tremendous advance compared with thirty or forty years ago, 
when it was not like tendencies within a united international 
Socialist movement that were combating one another within 
the various countries. And the “revisionism Irom the Left” 
which has begun lo lake shape in the Latin countries, such as 
■revolulionarv syndicalism,” is also adapting itself lo Marxism 
while "amending” it; Lahriola in Italy and Lagardelle in France 
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1‘requcnlly appeal from Marx wron^'ly understood lo Marx 
riglilly understood. 

We cannot stop here to analyse the ideological substance 
oj^this revisionism; it lias not yet by far developed lo the 
exltat that opportunist revisionism has, it has not yet become 
international, and il has not yet stood the test of one big 
practical battle vvitli a Socialist Parly even in one country. We 
shall therefore confine ourselves to the “revisionism from Ihe 
Right’' described above. 

Wherein lies its inevilabiliiy in capitalist society? Wiiy is 
it more profound than the difierences of national ])eciiliarities 
and degrees of capitalist development? Recause alv^\ays, in every 
capitalist country, side by side with the proletariat, there are 
broad sirata of the petty bourgeoisie, small masters. Capilalisiu 
arose and is constantly arising oul of small prodiiclion. A 
number of “middle strata” are inevitably created anew by 
capitalism (appendages to the factory, homework, and small 
workshops scattered all over the country in view ol the require- 
ments of big industries, such as the bicycle and automobile 
industries, etc.). Thc.se new small jiroducers are just as inevi- 
tably cast back into the ranks of the proletariat. It is quite 
natural that the petty-bourgeois world conception should again 
and again crop up in the ranks of the Jiroad labour parlies. 
U is quite natural that tliis should be so, and il always will 
be so, right up to the. peripety of the proletarian revolution, 
for it would be a grave mistake lo think that the “complete'’ 
proletarianization of the majority of the population is essential 
before such a revolution can lie achieved. What we now 
frequently experience only in the domain of ideology- -disputes 
over theoretical amendm^ls to Marx — what now crops up in 
practice only over individual partial issues of the labour move- 
ment as tactical differences with the revisionists and splits on 
these grounds, will all unfailingly have lo be experienced by 
the working class on an incomparably larger scale when the 
proletarian revolution accentuates all issues and concentrates 
all differences on points of the most immediate importance in 
determining the conduct of the masses, and makes it necessary 
in the heat of the tight to distinguish enemies from friends and 
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lo cu'il out l)a(l allies so as to be able to deal decisive blo\\s 
at Ihe enenn. 

'll](‘ idtological slru}{{{le waged by revolutionary Marxism 
against ipvisionism at tlie end ot the nineteenth century is but 
llie 1)1 elude to the great revolutionary battles ol the prolctarfat, 
which IS inaiching lorward to the complete victory ot its cause 
despite all the waverings and weaknesses ol the petty bour- 
geoisie 

Vpiil 1UU8 



MATERIALISM AND EMPIRIO-CRITICISM 

CRITICAL COMMENTS ON V KE ACTION \KY PHILOSOPHY 
{Excerpt) 

VI. EMPIUIO-CRITICISM AND HISTORICAL MATKRL\L1S.M 

4. P.\RT1KS IN PHILOSOPHY AND PHILOSOPHICAL Hl.OCKIlEADS 

It remains for us lo examine Ihc relation between Machism' 
and religion. Bui this broadens into the iiuesfion o( whcllur 
there are I’urties gdieiallj in philisophy. and what is mo:ml 
by non-partisanship in philosophy. 

Throughout the preceding exposition, in eonnection with 
every problem of epistemology touched upon and in conueclioii 
with every philosopliical (lueslion raised by. the new jitiv-'ics, 
we traced the struggle between tnaterialism and ideolixm. Rebind 
the mass of new terminological devices, behind the litter ot 
erudite scholasticism, we invarialily discerned two prinei|)al 
alignments, two fundamental trends in the solution of jihilo- 
sophical problems. Whether nature, matter, the physical, Ihc 
external world be taken as primary, and mind, spirit, sensaMon 
(experience — as the widespread terminology ot oiir time has it'., 
the psychical, etc., be regarded as secondary — that is the root 
question which in fact continues to divide the philosophers Into 
two great camps. The source of thousands upon thousands ot 
mistakes and of the confusion reigning in this siihere is the 
fact that beneath the envelope of terms, definitions, scholastic 
devices and verbal artiliccs. these two fundamental trends arc 

* Mnchism~~'A rcacl’onary siibjrrtnisi klcalisl tloclrino \>lHch arose 
in the seventies and eighties of the XIX century and is associated with 
Ihe names of Ernst Mach, Austrian physicist and philosopher, and 
Richard Avenariiis. German philosopher.— /id. 
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overlooked. (Bogdanov, for instance, refuses to acknowledge 
his idealism, because, you see, instead of the “melaphysicar' 
concepts “nature” and “mind,” he has taken the “experiential” 
physical and psychical. A word has been changed!) 

The genius of Marx and Engels consisted in the very fact 
that in the course of a long period, nearly half a century, they 
developed materialism, that they further advanced one funda- 
mental trend in philosophy, that they did not confine themselves 
to reilerating epistemological problems that had already been 
solved, hut coiisislenlly applied — and sliowed how to apply — 
this same materialism in the sphere of the social sciences, 
mercilessly brushing asirle as litter and rubbish the pretentious 
rigmarole, the innumeralde attenipts to “discover” a “new” 
line in philosophy, to invent a “new” trend and so forth. The 
verbal nature of such attempts, the scholastic play with new 
philosophical “isms,” the clogging of the issue by pretentious 
devices, the inability to comprehend and clearly present the 
struggle l)etween the two fundamental epistemological trends — 
this is what Marx and Engels persistently pursued and fought 
against throughout their entire activity. 

We said, “nearly half a century.” And, indeed, aS far back 
as 1843, when Marx was only becoming Marx, /.c., the 
founder of scientific Socialism, the founder of modern mate- 
rialism, which is immeasurably richer in content and incom- 
parably more consistent than all preceding forms of material- 
ism. even at that time Marx pointed out with amazing clarity 
the basic trends in philosophy. Karl Griin quotes a letter from 
Marx to Feuerbach dated October 20, 1843, in which Marx 
invites Feuerbach to write an article for the DeutscIrFranzosi- 
.sche Jahrhncher against Schelling. This Schelling, writes Marx, 
is a shallow braggart with his claims to having embraced and 
transcended all previous philosophical trends. “To the French 
roman lieists and mystics he [Schelling] says: 1 am the union 
of philosophy and theology; to the French materialists: I am 
the union of the flesh and the idea; to the French sceptics: T am 
the destroyer of dogmatism.”* That the “sceptics,” be they 

' Karl Griin, Ludwig Feuerbach in seinem BriefwechRel und Nachlap, 
\otnic in seiner pbifnsnphiftrhen eharnlcferentwicklnnq Uct. T. Leipzig IS7L 

s m 
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called lliinieaiis or Kanlians (or, in the Iwenlielli cenliiry, 
Macliians), cry out against the ‘\lognialism" of holh lualeiial- 
ism and idealism, Mar\ at that time already realized; and, 
without letting himsell he diverted by any one ol a tlu)iis‘uid 
wretched little philosoj)hical systems, lie was able with the Iil- 1|> 
' ol Feiieihach to t<ike the direct malerialist road as against ideal 
ism. Thirty years later, in the atterword to the second edition 
of the first volume ot Capiinl, Mai\ jiist as cleaiU aJid di'linitidv 
contrasl(*d lus matenulisin to ll(i»<*ls idrahsw, the most con- 
sistent and devtloped idealism ol all, lie conleinptuously 
brushed (’oinlian “positivism” aside and ilabbed as wretched 
epiL;oni the conteinporar\ jihilosopheis who iina'.;in('d that they 
had destroyed Ilej^el when in reality they had reverted to a rep- 
etition ol the pre-IIegehan eiiors ot Kant and Hume In the let- 
ter to Kui*elniann of June 27, lo7(), Maiv udiMs contianptuoush 
to “nuchn(*i, Kani’c, Duh'iun;, I'echnei, eti . ' be(‘ause the\ iind^'r 
stood nothing ot Hegel's dialectics and treated him with scorn ’ 
And finally, lake the vaiious philosopliical utleraiuHs by Marx 
in Capital and other works, and you will find an invmiuble 
basic motif, luz , insisl<‘iu*e ujxm materialism and eonlianptuous 
deiision of all obscurity, ol ail confusion and all d(wiatiuis 
towards idealism All Marv's philosophical iitlmsmces revolve 
within these tuiidamental opjjosiles, and, in the eves ol proies- 
sorial |jhilo'»()jjh>, Ihnr delect lies in this 'narrowness” and 
*‘one-sidedness.” As a matter of lacl, this reinsal to recognize 
the hybrid projects lor nTonciling mati'rialism and idealism 
constitutes the great merit ol Marx, who moved Imward along 
a sharply-defined philosophical road 

Entirely in the spirit of Marx, and in close collaboranon 
with him, Engels in all his philosophical works hrielly and 
clearly contrasts the materialist and idealist line in regard to 
all (|ueslions, without, in 1878, 1888, or 181)2 taking serioush 
the endless atliunpls to "transcend” the “one-sidedness” ol 
materialism and idealism, to proclaim a new trend- “posiliv- 

* Ot the posilivisl. neesl>, Marx, iii Ins teller (lo KuReliuann— 
ot DereiuliPi I't sptaKs as lollows ‘Piotessnr Ueesly is a ConilisI 

and is as such obliged lo support all soils of eiolchcls ” Compare this with 
llu* opinion goon ol Ihe posilivisls ol llu* lliixh \ h pe tw I'ngels m I8t)2 
nu Sorialiwi t’topian and Scientific.— F a! ) 
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isni, * ‘ realism, * ur some oilier protcssoriali charlatanism Engels 
based his whole light against Duhring on the demand for 
consisleiit adherence to materialism, accusing the materialist 
Duhring ol verbally contusing the issue, of phrasemongering, 
oi melhods ol reasoning which involved a compromise with 
idealism and adoption ot the position ot idealism. Eitheif^ 
materialism consislent to the end, or the lalsehood and confu- 
sion ol philosophical idealism — such is llie lormiilation ol the 
([ueslion given in evenj paragraph of Anti-Diihring; and only 
l)(‘ople whosi minds liad already been corrupled by reacliomiry 
proJessorial philosophy could lail lo notice il. And right down 
to 1894 wdien the last prelace was written to Anti- Duhring, 
revised and enlarged by the author lor llie last time, Engels 
conliniK^d to lollow the lalesi developments both in jiliilosophy 
and science, and continued with all his former resolulenc'i*' 
to hold lo his lucid and firm position, brushing away the litter 
of new sv stems, big and little 

That bhigels tollowH'd the new developmiaits in jihilosopliv 
IS evident Iroin Ludwig FcurrbaciL In the 1888 prelace, 
mention is (‘ven made of siicb a phenomenon as the rebirth 
of classical (jcriliail pllilosophv in England mul Scandinavia 
whereas ICngels (l)olb in the prelace and in the text of the book) 
has nothing Inil contempt tor tlie pre\ ailing n(‘o-Kanliaiiisni 
and Iluniisin, It is quite obvious that Engels, observing the 
repetition by fashionable German and English philosophy ot 
tlie old pre-Hegelian errors of Kantianism and Iliiniism, was 
prepared to expect some good even from the turn to Hegel 
(in England and Scandinavia), hoping that the great idealist 
and dial(‘clician w^ould help to disclose petty idealist and neda- 
physical errors. 

Without undertaking an examination of the vast number 
ot shades of neo-Kantianism in Germany and of lliimism in 
England, Engels from the verg outset refutes their tundanieiilal 
dcvialion from materialism. Engels declares that the entire 
leudeiicg of theve two schools is ''scientifically a step back- 
ward/' And wdiat is his opinion of the undoubtedly “positivist,” 
according to the current lermiiiology, the undoubtedly “realist” 
lendencies of these neo-K.uitiaiis and Hunieans, among whose 
number, for instance, lie could not help knowing Huxley? That 
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‘‘posilivism * iind that “realism’ which allracteci, and which 
continue to attract, an iiilinite number ol muddleheads, Engels 
declared to j)e at be s i a plulLsfine method of smiigglintj in 
nuilerialism ^^hile critivi/in^ and abjuriiifj it publicly! One 
^has to reflect only very lillle on such an appraisal of Thomas 
Ikivley a very ^real scientist and an incomparably moie 
realistic realist and positive positivist than Mach, Avenarins 
and Co. — in order to understand how conleinpluously Enyels 
would have i»reeted Ihe preseni inlaluation ol a group of 
Marxists wiih “recent posilixism ’ the ' latest realism,'’ etc. 

Marx and Engc'ls \Mre parlisaiis in philos()j)hy Irom slait 
to lliiisli; they \»ere al)le to delect tlie dt'xiahons Irom mah'rial- 
isin and concession^ lo idealism and lideism in each and ex cry 
“new” tendency. They Iherelore appraised Huxley excliisiht hj 
Irom the standpoint ol his materialist consistency. They lln ie- 
lore rebuked Feiieiliac^li ior nol pursuing inal(*rialism to ihe 
end, for renoujuaug mal *rialism because ol tin* (‘rrors ol indi- 
vidual nialericdists, lor combating religion in order to renovate 
it or invent a mvv religion, lor being unable, in sociology, 
U) rid himsell ol idealist phiM'^eology and l)ecoine a malerialisl. 

And whalexor particular mistakes lU* eommitl(‘d ill lus ex- 
position of dialectical materialism, J. Diel'gen !ll!ly appiTCUU*!! 
and took over this great and most precious tradition of his 
leachers. Diel/gen sinned much bv his clumsy deviations from 
materialism, but lie never attempted tei dissociate* liiinself from it 
in principle, be never attempted to hoist a “new*' standard, anel 
alxxays al the* decisive moment he lirmlx and categorically 
eleclared: 1 am a maleriali'-t: our philosophy is a materialisl 
philosophy. ’*()f all parlies, ' emr Jose^ph Diel/gen jnsllv .said, 

dhe jnnldle pajl> is Ihe most repiilsixe lust as parties in 

politics are more and more becoming divided inle> Ixvo 
camps ... so science loo is being divide'd into Iwe) genieral classes 
{(icnenilUassen) : mela])hYsieians on the one hand, and physi- 
cists, or malerialisis, on the other.* The inlorinodiale elements 
and coneilialory quacks, with their varimis appellations - 
spirilnalisls, sensationalists, realists, etc., etc.,— fall into the 

* Hcio ngain \>c June a cliinisv and inrxMLi r'pr<ssK»n: instead nt 
“iTielaphjsicians," hr should haxc said: “idrahsls.” Klsrwhore Diel/grn 
himsell conlnisls Ihr mrtnplivsinans and lla* ili.ilrrfic ians 



current on their way. Wc aim at delinilion and clarity. The 
reactionaries who sound a retreat call themselves idealists,* 
and inalerialisis should he the name for all who are striving lo 
liberalc liie human mind from the melaphysical spell.... It 
we compare the Iwo parlies respecliv(‘Iy lo solid and liquicL 
helween them there is a mush. ’* 

True! The ‘'realists,” etc., including the “positivists,” the 
Maehians, etc., are all a wretched musli; they are a contempl- 
ihle middle party in philosophy, who contuse the materialist 
and idealist trends cn every question. The altempt lo eseo[)e 
these two l)asic trends in philosophy is nothing hut “concilialovv 
quackery.” 

J. Diel/gen had not the slightest doubt that the “scientific 
priestcraft” of idealist philosophy is simply (he antechamber 
to open pri(‘slcraft. “Seienlilic prieslerafl” he wrote, ‘Ms serious- 
ly endeavouring to assist ndigioiis prieslerafl*' (op. cit., p. 51) 
“In jtarlicular, llie s|)her(‘ of epislinnology, the misunderslmKl 
ing of the human niind, is such a loiise-lioh*” {Laiisyviihr) in 
wliich holh kinds of .priests “lav Ihoir (ggs.” “(jiadualed 
flunkeys" who \\ilh their talk ol “id(*al blessings" slullify the 
|)eople l)y their sham {ycschraubte) “idealism” fp. 5.M)--thal is 
.1. l)iel/gfii\s opinion of Ihe professors of philosophy. “Just as 
the anlipodes of tin* good God is the devil, so the professorial 
priest [KathvdvrpfaD'vu] has his opposite pole in (he materialist " 
The materialist theory of knowledge is “a universal weapon 
against religious belief” (p. 55), and not only against ilie 
“noloiious, formal and common reli.gion of the priests, hut 
also against the most retined, elevated professorial religion of 
muddled (bcnebcitrr) idealists” (p. 58). 

Dietzgen was ready lo jnefer “religious honesty” lo flie 
“half-liearledness" of freelinnking professors (p. 00), for “there 
at least th<n*e is a sjslom” there we liiul complete people, 
people who do not separate theory from practice. For the Herr 
Professors “philosophy is not a science, hut a means of defence 
against Social-Democracy . , .” (p. 107). “All who call themselves 

' Noll' dial Dirtzgon has rorreotisi liiniself aiul now explains more 
pirrisrhj wliicli is ilu^ party of the enemies of lualerialisni. 

- See the article, “Soria I Deiiiorratic Philosophy, ” written in IH7r> 
A'/r/firre philosopbische Sebriften, 1903, S. 135. 
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philosophers, professors, and universily lecturers are, despite 
apparent freelliinkinf', more or less immersed in supers! il Ion 
and mysticism . . . and in relation to Social-Democracy eon,di- 
tute a single reactionary mass” (p. 108). “Now, in order lo 
follow tJie true patli, without being l(‘d astray by all the reli- 
gious and philosophical gibberish (Wcisch), it is necessary to 
.s1udy the falsest of all false paths (dcr Tlolzwrfj der Ilolzwajc), 
philosophy” (p. 108). 

Let us now evamine Mach, Avenarius and tlnlr school from 
the standpoint of parties in pluloso|)hy. Oh, these geulh^men 
boast of their non-partisanship, and it tliey liave an antipode s, 
it is the materialist . . . and onZi/ the materialist. A red thread 
that runs through all the writings ol all the Machians is the 
stupid claim lo have ‘ risen abo\<'** nialerialism and idealism, 
lo have Iranscended this “obsolete” aniilhesis; but in [act the 
whole iralernily i\i'i\con1innally sliding into idealism and a»T 
eondueling a sleady and iiices.saiit struggle against maleriali^iii 
TUe subtle epislemological crotchets of a man like Vvenarius 
are Imt professorial in\enlions. and attempt lo form a small 
philosophical sect “of his own”; but, as a matter of fact, in tin* 
general circunislance.s of the struggle of ideas and trends in 
modern society, the objective pari played by tlu'se epislemo- 
logical arlilices is in every case the same, namely, lo clear the 
way for idealism and fideisni, and lo servo Ihem faithfully. In 
tact, it cannot be an accident that the small school of empirio- 
crilicists is acclaimed by the English spiritualists, like Ward, 
by Hie French neo-criticists, who praise Mach for his attack on 
materialism, and by the Cjcrmaii immanenlisls^ Diclzgen's ex- 
pression, “graduated flunkeys of fideism," hits lb(‘ nail oji the 
head in the ca.se of Mach, \venarius and their whole s(’hool.* 

' Here is niiollicr (*xnm|jh» of how llii* widesjin'iul curn'iils ol reac- 
lionarv hoiirg<*oi.s pliiloso|)hy make use ol Machism in practice, l^crhaps 
the “latest lashioii” in the latest American philosophy is “piagmatisin'’ 
(from llie (lieek word “pragniir- action; lliat is. a philosophy of action) 
The philosophical juurnals jierhaps speak more of pragmatism than of 
anything else. Pragnialisni ridicules the nietaphysies both ol idealism and 
materialism, acclaims experience and only experience^ recognizes prac- 
tice as the only criterion, refers lo Ihe positivist inovenienl in general. 
pspecinUy turns for support to Ostivnld, Much, Penrson, Poincare and 
Duhem for the belief that science is not an “absolute copy of reality'* 
and . . sureessfullv deduces from all this a God for practical purposes. 
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II is llii^ niisforluiu* of lliu ‘Russian Macliians, who under- 
look to “reconcile'’ Machism and Marxism, that they trusted 
the reactionary prof(*ssors of philosophy and as a result sli[)ped 
down an inclined plane. The molhotls of operation employed 
ill tlie various attempts to develop and siij)ph*hicnt Marx weie 
not v(*rv inj^eiiious. They read Ostwald, believe Ostwald, 
parajdirasc Ostwald and call it Marxism. They read Mach, 
believe Mach, paraphrase Mach and call it Marxism. They read 
Poincare, believe Poincare, paraphrase Poincare and call it 
Marxism! ^ot a siivjle one of these professors, who are capable 
of makin^^ very valuable contributions in Ihr special fields of 
chemistry, history, or physics, can be trusted one iota when it 
conies to jihilosophy. Why? For the same reason tliat not n 
sinffte professor of political economy, who may he cajiahlo of 
very valniihle conlrihiilions in the fi(*ld of factual and special- 
ized hivcstitjalions. can be trusted one iota when it comes to the 
f^^eneral theory of political economy. For in modern society 
the lall(‘r is as much a partisan science as is episUmoloqip 
Taken ns a whole, the professors of economics are nolhiiif,^ hut 
learned salesmen of the capitalist class, while the [irofessors 
of philosophy are learned salesmen of the llieologians. 

The task of Marxists in both cases is to be able to master 
and adapt the achievemenls of these ‘‘salesmen” (for instance, 
you will not make the slightest progress in Ihe investigation 
of new economic plicnomena unless yon have recourse to Ihc 
works of these salesmen) and to be <ible to loj) off Iheir i ear- 
linnary lendency, to ])ursiie one’s oion line and to combat the 
whole alifjnmcnl of forces and classes hostile to us. And Ibis 
is just what our Machians were unable to do: they slavishly 
followed the lead of Ihe reactionary professorial philosophy. 
“Perhaps we have gone astray, hut we ar(‘ seeking.” wrote 
Lunacharsky in the name of the authors of the Studies. The 

Mtid only for priirliriil purposes, without auv nielaphvs’es. and without 
Irau'^ef nd'ni» the IxniiuK oF evnorieiice (cf. Willimi .tamos, PraffiiKitisin, 
.1 Scu> Same for Some Old Ways of Thinkiny, New York, 1907, pp. .')7 
ni\d 100 especially). From the standpoint of materialism the difTerenco 
between MachisnC and pragmatism is as iusignificanl and unimportant as 
the difl'erenee betsveen em|>irio-crilicisDi and enipirio-moiiisni. Compare 
for example. Hogdanov’s defuiilion of truth with the pragmat’st definition 
of truth, which is; ‘Trutli for si pragmatist becomes a ctass-iiame for all 
sorts oF definite working values in experience’* (ibid., p. 08). 
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trouble is Hial it is not yon wlio are seekin^^ l)ut yon who are 
being sought \ You do not go with your, i.e., Marxist (lor ycni 
want to be Marxists) slandpoinl to every change in the 1 our- 
geois philosophical iashion- the fashion comes to you. toists 
upon you its new surrogates got up in the idealist taste, one 
day a la (Islwald, the next da\ a la Mach, and the day .iTt^r 
a la Poincare. 'I'liese silly “theorelicar' devices (‘‘energell''s 
‘‘elements," “iiilrojections." etc.) in Nvhich vou so naively be- 
lieve aie conihied to a nairow and tiny school, vvliile ihe Ideo- 
logical and socinl trinirncy of these dev ices immediately spot- 
ted by the Wards, the neo-crilioisls, the inimanenlisls, the Lo 
])alins and the pragmatists, and it serves their pm poses. Tin* 
infatuation for empirio-criticism and “physical" idealism passes 
as rapiilly as the inJatualion for neo-Kantianism and “phv^io- 
logical" idealism: hutMideism takes its toll from i'very suidi 
infatuation and modire'«^ iK drvici's in a tliousand ways for 
th(‘ beiietit ol iihilosophical idealism. 

The altitude towards religion and the alliliide towards ua 
tural science excellently illustrate the actual class use made ' 1 
empirio-critijism Jiy bourgeois reactionaries. 

tin* first question Do you think it is an accident that 
in a collective work directed Ofyo/nvf the philosophy ol Marxism 
Lunacharsky went so lar as to spe^ak of the “deification of the 
higher human |K)tentialilies " ol “religious atheism,"’ elc.?^ If 
you do, it is only because the Russian Machians have not in- 
formed Ihe public correctly regarding the whole Maehiaii cur- 
rent in Lurope and the relation of this current lo religion. Not 
only is this relation in no w^ay similar lo the relation ol Ma’*x 
Engels, »I. Dicl/gen and even Feuerbach, hut it Is its very op- 
posite, lieginiiing with JVl/oldl"s statement lo llie elVect that 
empirio-erilieisiu “contradicts neither theism nor alheism*’ 
(Einfiihrung in die Philosophie der reineii Erlnhriwg, Rd. I, 
S. 351), or Macli’s declaration that “religious opinion is a private 
afTair,*’ and ending with the explicit fideism, the explicitly orc/i- 
reactionary views of Cornelius, wlio praise.s Mach and whom 

^ Studies, pp. 157, 150 In the Xayrnnichnmja Gazeta the same author 
speaks ot “scienlifie Socialism in ils religious signiticance” (No. 3, p. 5) 
and in Obnizovanhjr, 1908, No 1, p. 161, he explicilly says: “For a long 
time a nrw religion has been maturing williin me . 



Mach praises, of Caius and ol all the iiiimaaentists. The nculral- 
ity of a philosopher in this question is in itself servility to 
litfeisjii, and Mach and Avenarius, because of the very premises 
of their e[)ishMiU)logy, do not and cannot rise above neulrality. 

Once you deny objective reality, given us in sensation, you 
have alri'ady lost every one of your weapons against lideisni, 
lor you have slipped into agnoslicisin or subjeclivisin — and thai 
is all lideisni wants. If the perceptual world is objective re- 
ality, th(*ii the door is closed to every other ‘Teality" or quasi- 
reality (remember tliat llazarov believed the “realism*’ of the 
iinmanentists, who declare God to be a “real concept"). If the 
world is mailer in motion, matter can and must be infinitely 
studied in the intinilely complex and detailed manifestations 
and ramilicalioiis of f/i/s motion, the motion of this matter* 
but beyond it, beyond tiio “pliysical,** external world, with 
which everyone is familiar, there can l)c nothing. And the hos- 
litity to materialism and the showers of abuse heaped fill i!r* 
materialists are all in the order of things in civilized and 
di'inocratic Euroj)e. All this is going on to this day. Xll this is 
being concealed from the public by the llussiaii Machians, who 
have not once atleinpled even simply to compare the attacks 
made on materialism by Mach, Avenarius, P(dzoldt and Co., 
with the statements made in favour of materialism by Feuer- 
bach, Marx, 1‘jigels and J. Dietzgen. 

But this “concealment" of the relation ol Mach and Avena- 
rius to lideisni will not avail. The facts sjieak for themselves. 
No ctVorts can release these reactionary professors from the 
pillory in which they have been placed by the kisses of Ward, 
the neo-criticists, Sciiuppe, Schubert-Soldern, Leclair, the 
pragmatists, etc. And llie inlluence of the j)ersons mentioned, 
as philosophers and professors, the popularity of their ideas 
among the “cultured," /.c., the bourgeois, imblic and the specific 
literature they have created are ten times wider and richer than 
the particular little school of Mach and Avenarius. The little 
school serves those it should serve, and it is exploited as it de- 
serves to be exploited. 

The shameful things to which Lunacharsky has stooped are 
not exceptional; they are the product of empirio-critieism, both 
Russian and German. They cannot be defended on the grounds 
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ol llir “fjoocl iiileiilions’ ol Uir author, or the “special inoan- 
of his words; if it wore the direct and common, i.c., ilic 
directly (ideislic meaning', we should not stop to discuss mat- 
ters with the author, for most likely not a sinj^le Marxist coulil 
4#e found in whose eyes such slalenieiils would not have placed 
Analole Lunacharsky fWacflif in the same category as Peter 
Struve. If this is not the case (and it is not the case yc/), it is 
exclusiveh because w’e perceive Ihc “spi'ciaT' meaning and are 
pyhliwi while there is still yronnd for a light on comradely 
lines. Tliis is just the disgrace ol Lunacharsky’s slalemenis 
that he could connect them with his “good" iiilenlions. This 
IS just the oil of his ‘'theory" -that it permits llu* use of such 
methods or of such conclusions in the pursuit of good inten- 
tions. This is just the Ironlde- -that at best “good" intentions 
an' the subjcclivi* alfair^of 'Foin, Dick or Harry, while the so 
ci(d siynificance of such statenieiiLs is iindenialih' and indispul- 
able, and no reservation <ir explanation can weaken their eflVcl 

One must be blind not to see the idc'ological alfinily between 
l.unacliarsky\ “deilication ol the higher human pcdenlialilics" 
and Hogdano\\s “graieral subslitulion" of the psychical for all 
physical nature. This is one and the same thought; in the one 
case it is expressed principally from the a'sth(*lic standpoint, 
and in the other from llu' epistemological standpoint. “Substilii- 
tion," approaching the subject tacitly and from a difTerent an- 
gle, ulreudy deifies the “higher human potentialities," by divorc- 
ing the “jhsycliical" from man and by siibstituling an immense- 
ly extended, abstract, divinely-lifeless "psychical in general" 
fer nil physic(tl nature. And wdiat of Yushkevich’s “Logos'’ in- 
troduced into the "irrational stream of experience'’? 

A single claw ensnared, and the bird is lost. And our Mach- 
ians have all become ensnared in idealism, that is, in a diluted 
and subtle lidei.sm; they became ensnared from the moment 
they look “sensation" not as the image of the external world 
hut as a special "element.” It is nobody's sensation, nobody’s 
mind, nobody’s spirit, nobody’s wdll—this is what one inevi- 
tably comes to if one does not recognize the materialist theory 
that the human mind reflects an objectively real external world. 
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FHE ATHTlfDE OF THE WOUKEKS* PARTY 
TOWARDS RELIGION 


Tile spo(‘rh made I)> deputy .Siirko\ in llie Slate Duma dur- 
ing the deliate on the (•■.limales (tf tlie Synod, anil the discuss- 
siou that look place wilhin our Duma traction on the dralt 
of this sjiei'ch, which we print elsewlit'iT in thib issue. ha\e 
raised a ipiestion which is oj extreme imporlaiice and urgency 
at this particular moment. An mlcrest in all tpiestions con- 
necled ^\illl religion is undoidilodly being iiinced today by 
wide circles ol ‘‘.society." and it has penetrated to the ranks of 
the intellectuals who are close to the working-"lass movement 
and to certain ciicles ol the workers. It is the absolute dul\ 
of Social-Democrats to make a public slatemeul ol their altitude 
towards religion. 

Social-Democracy bases its whole W’orld outlook on .scien- 
tific vSocialism. ;.c., Marxism. 'Ihe philosophical basis ol Marx- 
ism, as Marx and luigols repeatedly declared, is dialectical ma- 
terialism, which lully embodies Ihe historical traditions of the 
materialism of the eighteenth century in France and ol Feuer- 
bach (first hall ol the nineteenth century) in Germany — a ma- 
terialism which is absolutely atheistic and resolutely hostile to 
all religion. Let us lecall that Ihe whole of Isngels’ Anti- 
Dilbrinf/, which M.irx read in manuscriiit, is an indictment of 
Ihe materialist and atheist Diihring for not being a consistent 
materialist and lor leaving loopholes for religion and religious 
philosoidiy. Let us recall that in his essay on Ludwig F'euer- 
bach, Kngels reiiroaches Feuerbach for combating religion not 
in order to deslro) it. but in order to renovate it, to create a 
new, “exalted" religion, and .so torlh. Religion is the opium 
of the people -this dictum ol Marx’s is the cornerstone of Ihe 
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wliolc Maixist vie\\ on rplis»i(>n. Marxism has always regarded 
all modiTii religions and ehnrrlies and all religious organizu' 
lions as inslrumenls ol bourgeois reaction that serve lo detend 
exploitalion and to drug the working cla|S. 

Yet at Ihc same lime hngeK Irequently condemned llie el- 
lorls ol peojile who desired to be “more Lel'l” or “more rev- 
olutionary’' than the Social-Demoerals to introduce an explicit 
a\owal oJ atheism, in the sense ol cU’claring war on religion, 
into the program ol the workers* parts, (commenting in 1874 
on Ihe lamous mandeslo ol the lllaiKiuisl lugitivi' (Communards 
\Nho V, ere living in exile in London, LngeL> called their vociler- 
ous proclamation ol war on religion bM>iishness, and staled 
that siicli a deci^tralion oi war was the best means of reviving 
inler(‘st in religion and ol preventing it Irom really dying out. 
Engels Idained the IllaiHpiisls lor lading to understand that 
only the eL^ss struggle ol the working-class juasscs could in 
fact, by draw’iiig huge numbers of the proletariat into 'con- 
scious and rev olid ioiia ry /iiuc//ca/ social work, free the oppr^j^d 
masses horn Ihc voke ol religion; whereas lo proclaim w^ar on 
religion a polilical task ol the workers* party was just anar- 
chistic j)hrasemoiigering. And Engels in 1877, while ruthlessly 
altacking in his Anti-Duhriiuj every concession, even the slight- 
esl, made by Diihriiig Ihe plilloso])her lo idealism and religion, 
no less resolutely condemns Diihriiig's pseudo-revolutionary 
idi^a lhal religion should ])e prohihiled in a Socialist societ>. 
To declare such a war on religion, Engels says, is lo “oul-lhs- 
inarck Ihsmarck, * i lo iep(*at the lolly ot Bismarck’s strug- 
gle against the clericals (the notorious “Struggle for CuUun\" 
Kultiirkanipf, i. i\, the struggle Bismarck waged in 1870 against 
Ihc Oeiman (Catholic party, the parly ot the “Centre,” by means 
ot a police perseculion of Catholicism). By this struggle Bis- 
marck only stiimilaled the militant clericalism of the Catholics 
and onl> injured the work ot real culture, because he gave 
prominence to religious divisions rather than political divisions 
and diverted the alien lion xjf certain sections of the w’orkCng 
( lass and the democracy from the urgent tasks of the class and 
revolutionary struggle to a most superficial and mendacious 
Ivourgeois anti-clericalism. Accusing the would-lie ultra-revolu- 
tionary Diihring of wanting to repeat Bismarck’s folly in another 


10— fi(i0 



V. I. LENIN 


24-J 

lorm, Engols demanded flial '.he workers’ party should know 
how to work fialienlly at the task of organizing; and educating 
the proletariat, whieli would lead to the dying out of religion, 
and not venture into a political war on religion. This view has 
thoroughly permeated German Social-Democracy, which, fw 
e.xamjile. advocated Ireedoni for the .lesuils, their admission 
into Germany, and the complete cessation of police methods 
ol eomhating any particular religion. “Religion is a private 
mailer”; this famous point in the Erfurt Program (1891) en- 
dorsed the political tactics ol Social-Democracy mentioned. 

These tactics have now managed to become a mere matter 
of routine; they have already managed to give rise to a new 
distortion of Marxism in the opposite direction, in the direction 
of opportunism. This point in the Erl m l Program has come 
to be interpreted as meaning that we Social-Democrats, that 
our Party considers religion to he a pri\ate matter, that religion 
is a private matter lor us as Social-Democrats, (or n.s as a 
Party. Without entering into a direct controversy with this op- 
portunist \iew, Engels in the 'nineties deemed it necessary to 
oppose it resolutely in a positive, and not a polemical lorm. 
To wll: Engels did this in a stalement, which he delilieralely 
underlined, lhal Social-Democrats regard religion as a private 
matter in relation to the stale, hut not in relation to them- 
selves, not in relation to Marxism, and not in relation to the 
workers party.* 

Such is the external history of the utterances of Marx and 
Engels on tlic (pieslion ul l eligioii. To [icojile who are careless 
of Mar.xisui, to people who cannot or will not think, lliis his- 
tory is a skein of meaningless Marxist contradictions and wa- 
verings, a hovlge-podge of “consistent” allieism and “sops” to 
religion, “luipriuciplcd'’ wavering helwt'eii a r-r-revolutiouary 
war on God and a cowardly desire to “ingratiate” oneself with 
religious workers, a fear of scaring them away, elc., etc. The 
lilcralure of the anarchist phrasemongers is full of allacks on 
Marxism ou this score. 

Rut anyliody who is able to treat Marxism at all seriously, 
to ponder over its philosophical principles and the experience 


‘ (.7. Engels' Intrudiirlinn to Marx’s The Ciuil War in France. — Eti. 
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ol mternatioDal Social-Deuiocrai'y, will readily see that the 
Marxist tactics in regard to religion are Ihorouglily consislent 
and were carefully thought out by Marx and Engels, and that 
what the dilettantes or ignoramuses regard as wavering is but 
direct and inevitable deduction Iroin dialeclical materialism. 
It would be a profound inislake to think that the apparent 
‘•‘moderation" of the Marxist attitude towards religion is to be 
explained by supposed ‘'tacticar* considerations, by tiie desire 
“not to scare away” anybody, and so lorth. On the contrary, 
the political line of Marxism is inseparably J >und up with its 
philosophical principles on this question too. 

Marxism is inalerialisui. x\s such, it is as relentlessly hostile 
to ''eligion as w^as the materialism of the Encyclopedists of 
the eighteen 111 century or the mal^Moalism of Feuerbach. This 
is beyond doubt. But the dialectical inali'rialism of Marx and 
Engels goes further than the luicyclopedists and Feuerbach 
by applying the materiali'‘l pliilosopliy to the field of history, 
to the field ot the social sciences. We nuisl combat religion — 
llial is the rudiment ol all materialism, and consequenlly of 
Marxism. But Marxism is not a malejialism wliicli slo^is at 
rufliments. Marxism goes luriher. ii sajs; we musi ahouj hoto 

to combat religion, and in order to do so we must explain the 
source of failli and religion among the masses matiTiaUslicalltj. 
The fight against religion must not he conlined to ahsiract ideo- 
logical preaching or reduced to sucli iireaching. The fight must 
be linked up with the concrete practical work of Ihc class 
movement, which aims at eliniinaliiig the social roots of reli* 
gioii. Why does religion retain its hold over the' backward sec- 
tions of the urban proletariat, over the broad seclions of the 
senii-prolelarial, and over the peasant mass? Because of the 
ignorance of the people, replies the bourgeois progressivist, the 
radical and the lionrgeois inaterialisl. xViid so, down with reli- 
gion and long live atheism! — the dissemination of atheist views 
is our chief task. The Marxist says that this is not true, that it 
is a superficial view and narrow, lioiirgeois cullurism. This 
view does nol profoundly enough explain the roots of religion; 
it explains them not materialistically but idealistically. In mod- 
ern capitalist countries these roots are mainly social. The deep- 
est root of religion today is the social oppression of the work- 



in^ masses and lh(*ir appari jiii} complelc helplessness in face 
of liu* l)lind forces of capilalism, which every day and every 
hour inllicls upon ordinary working people Ihe most horrible 
suireriji;,' and the most savage torment, a-thousand times more 
seveie lhan lliose inflicted by extraordinary events, such 
vvai’S, eartliqiiakes, etc. “Fear created the gods/’ Fear of the 
liliiul iorce of capital — bliiul because it cannot be foreseen by 
lln‘ masses of the people — a lorcc which at every step in life 
llirealens to inllicl, and does iiiHicI on the proletarian and small 
owner “sudden/’ “unexpecled,” “accidenlal” destruclion, ruin, 
pauperisjn, proslitulion and death from starvation — such i^ 
th<" root of modern religion which Ihc niaterialisl must l)ear 
ill mind lirst and foremost it he does not want lo remain an 
infant-school materialist. No educational hook can eradicali 
religion from the niiiuls ol the masses, who are erushod h\ 
the grinding toil of capitalism and who are at the mercy of 
the blind deslruclive lorees of capitalism, until these masses 
themselves karn to light this root of religion, the rule of 
Cdj iial in all its forms, in a uiiiled, organized, iflanned and 
conscious way. 

Does this mean lhat eduealional hooks against religion are 
liar»nful or unnecessary? No, nothing of the kind. It means 
lhat Social-Democracy's allieislic propaganda must he siihor- 
dinated to its basic lask —the dcvelopmcnl of llie class si niggle 
of Ihe exploited masses against the exploilers. 

This proposition may not he understood (or at least not im- 
mediately undersloodj by one ^^llo lias not pondered over the 
principles of dialectical malerialism, i.e., Ihe philosophy ol 
Maix and Engels. How is Dial? — he will say: is ideological 
propaganda, the prcaeliing of definite ideas, the struggle against 
the enemy of eiillure and progress for thousands of years 
(Le.^ religion) lo he suhordinaled to the class struggle, /.e., 
a struggle lor deliiiUe practical aims in the economic and 
political field? 

This is one of those current objections to Marxism which 
testify lo a thorough misunderstanding of Marxian dialectics. 
The contradiction which perplexes those who object in this 
way is a real and living contradiction, i.e., a dialectical con- 
tradiction. and not a verlial or fictilious contradiction. To draw 
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a hnrd and fast lino bctwoon the Ihforolical propaijandii of 
atheism, i.e., the destrnctioji of roli^doiis holiofs amonj,^ oortain 
soclions of the prolctariai. and Ihe success, proi^ress and con- 
ditions of the class strut^t^lu of these sections, is to reason im- 
dialectically, to Iraiisrorm a movable and relative boundary 
into* an absolule boundary; U is forcibly to disconnect what 
is indissolubly connected in actual lile. Let ns take an example. 
The proletariat in a ^iveu district and in a £*iven hranch of in- 
dustry is divided, let us assume, into an advanced section of 
fairly class-conscious Social-1 leinocraLs. who are, of course, 
atheists, and rather backward workers who are dill connected 
willi ihe countryside and the peasantry, still bebeva in (Jod, 
^o to church, or are even under tin* direct innucivee of the local 
priest, aaIu), let us suppose, has orj^ani/ed a (Ihrislian labour 
union. Let us assume fprllimnore that tin* efonomic strui 4 gle 
in this locality has resiiltial in a strike. It is ihe duly of a Marx- 
ist to place Ihe success of tlu* slrik(‘ movcam nl above everything 
else, to vigorously ri'sisi the* division of the workers in this 
sirugglo into atheists and Chiisliatis, to vigorously combat such 
a division. Under such circumstances, atheist pi\,paganda may 
he l)()lli unnecessary and harmful — not froid Ihe plnlisline fear 
of scaring away the hackwaid sections, of losinc a seat in Ihe 
elections, and so on. but from consideration for the real pro- 
gr(\ss of tlie class struggle, which in the condilii ns of modern 
capitalist society is a hundred limes l>etler adaolod to convert 
('hristian w’orkers to Social-Democracy and to atheism than 
bald atheistic preaching. He who preached atheism at such a 
moment and in such cirrumsiances would only be playing into 
the hands of the priest ami Ihe priests, wdio desire nothing bet- 
ter than that tlie division of the workers according to their 
parlici])ation in the strike movement should he replaced by 
their division according lo their beliefs in God. An Anarchist 
w'ho preached war against God at all costs would in practice 
he helping the priests and the bourgeoisie (as the Anarchists 
always help the bourgeoisie in practice], A Marxist must be 
a materialist, i.e„ an enemy of religion: but he must he a dia- 
lectical materialist, i.e., one who puls the fight aeainst religion 
not abstractly, not on the basis of abstract, purely theoretical, 
unvarying propaganda, but concretely, on the l)asis of the class 
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Struggle which is going on in practice and educating the 
masses more and belter than anything else. A Marxist must be 
able to take cognizance of the concrete situation as a whole, 
must always be able lo determine the boundary between anar- 
chism and opportunism (this boundary is relative, movable anB* 
changeable, hut it exists), and must not succumb either to the 
abstract, verbal, and in tact emply “revolutionism” of the 
Anarchist, or lo the philistinism and opportunism of the petty- 
bourgeois or lilieral intellectual, who fears lo fight religion, 
forgets that this is liis duly, reconciles himself to the belief in 
God, and is guided not hy the interests of the class struggle, hut 
hy the petty arttl mean eonsideralion ol olTending nobody, re- 
pelling nobody and searing nobody — by ibo sage rule: “live 
and let live,” ele„ etc. 

It is from this standpoint that all i)articular qmstlons con- 
cerning the atlitude of Social-Democrats lo religion must be 
determined. For example, llie question often arises wbelber a 
priest can be a member of the Social-Democialrc Parly, and 
the question is usually anssvered in an unquabfu'd aflirmalive, 
the experience of European wSocial-Democratic Parties being 
cited in siii)porl. But this experience was the result not only of 
the application of the Marx^l doctrine lo the workers’ move- 
ment l)ul also of special liistoriral conditions in Western Eii- 
roi)e svhieh are absent in Hnssia (we will say more about these 
condilions later), so that an unqualified affirmatne in lliis ease 
i-5 incorrect. We must not declare once and for all that priests 
cannot he meml)ers of the Soeial-Demoeralic Parly; but neither 
must we once and for all aftirm the contrary rule. If a priest 
com(*s to us to engage in joint political work and conscien- 
tiously performs Party duties, and does not come out against 
the program of tlie Party, be may be allowed lo join the tanks 
of Social-Democrats: for in such a case the eoniradiction be- 
tween the .spirit and principles of our program and the reli- 
gions eon viel ions of the priest would remain something that 
concerned him alone, his own private contradiction; and a 
political orgaui/alion cannot examine its members to see if 
there is no contradiction between their views and the program 
of the Party. But, of course, such a case might he a rare ex- 
ception even in Western Europe, while in Russia it is alto- 
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{'(•llicr improbable. And il‘, for example, a priest joined the So- 
cial-Democratic Party and made it bis chief and almost sole 
work actively to propagate religious views in that Parly llie 
Party would iinqueslioiiably have to o\j)el him from ils ranks. 

'■We must not only admit workers who preser\o the belief in 
Godjnto the Social-Democr die Paity, but mu'*! deliberately set 
out lo recriiil them; we are absolutely against giving tlic 
sligldcst on’cnco to lh(*ir religious conNiclioiis* but we recruit 
them in order to ediicab* them in the spiiil oi our program, 
and not lo permit an active slnigeb' agaiusl our progiam. U'e 
allow' freedom of opinion ras/de the Piirly, but within certain 
liinils, d('bM*mined by linedom ol gn>upiuL‘; w'c are not obliged 
to march shoulder lo shoiildaT wilh acH\c {)reajiers of view's 
llial arc repudialcd 1)V Ihc majority of }he Parlv. 

Another example: should members of Ibe Social-Domocralic 
Party be censured (‘(pi. illy under all circumslanc(‘s lor declai- 
ing “Socialism is mv leligion,*’ ami for advoialing vi(*w's cor- 
responding lo lliis cleclai.dion? No^ TJie (l(‘vialion Irom Marx- 
ism (and consc(|uenlly Irom Socialism) is luie indispulalde, 
but tlie bigiiilicance ol llu‘ (le\ialion, ils relative imporlailCf*. 
so lo speak, may vary with circumstances. It is one Ihiiig wh^n 
an agilalor or a person addressing Ihe w'orkers speaks in Ibis 
way ill order lo make liimseli belter undei stood, as an inlro- 
diiclion lo bis snbjecl, in order lo present his \i(wvs more 
vividly in l(‘rms lo whicli llie backward nias‘.es arc most ac- 
customed It is anoll'cr tiling when a writer begins lo preach 
‘ (lod-biiilding,'’ or (lod-hnilding Socialism (in the sjuril, for 
example, of onr Lunacharsky and Co.). While in the first case 
censur^^ would be mere (juibbling or even an inapprojiriale 
rcslriclion on lli<‘ freedom ol Ihe agilalor, on the freedom ol 
the use of “pc'dagogieaf’ melbods, in Ihe second case p-nlv 
censure is necessary and essenlial. For some Ibe statement ‘*So 
cialism is my religion'" is a form of transition from religion 
to Socialism: foi ollu'rs it is a form of transition from Social- 
ism lo ndigion. 

Let us now pass lo the conditions w'hich io Ibe West gave 
rise lo the opporlunisl inlerprelalion oi the lbi*sis “religion is 
a private matter."" Ot course, liere wu' have *Iie influence of 
those general factors which gave rise lo oppoitunism in gen- 



oral as a sacrifice of Ihe lutuiaiiiental iiilercsts ol the A\orkers' 
movemenl for iiiomenlary advantages. The party of the pro- 
letariat demands that the state slioiild declare religion a private 
matter, tint does not regard the fight against the opium of 
people, the fight against religious superstition, etc., as a “private 
matter." The opporlunisis distorl thg question lo mean that the 
Socinl-Dcmocrntic Party regards religion as a privale mailer! 

But in addition to the usual opportunist distortion (which 
was not explained at all in the discussion bv our Diiina frac- 
lion ol the speeches in the debate on religioi.). lnei(» are special 
historical conditions which have gi\en rise to Ihe modern, and 
it one mav so express il «‘\cessive indifierence ol European 
Social-Democrats lo the (|ueslion of religion. Tliesc* conditions 
are of a twofold nature. Firsth, the task of condjaling religion 
is the historical task of llu» r(‘\oliilionary bou»*g( r.isie, and in 
the West this task A\as lo a large* extent performed (or lackicei) 
l>y bourgeois deiiiocidcy in the opoeh of it^ revobi linns, c)r its 
attacks upon Icudalism and m 'diacvalisan. Then* is a Iradiliou 
ol l)ourg('ois war on religion both in France and in Germany, 
a w’ar wdiicb W’as begun loini before Soeialisni (The Encyclo- 
pedists, Feuerbach). Tn Russia, because of the conditions of 
our l)ourgeois-deniocralic ' cwcdiilion, this I isk leo falls almost 
eiitirelv on the shoulders of |h<* working class P(‘tt\ -bourgeois 
{Narodnik) democracy in our country has in Ibis resjiecl not 
done too much (as Ihe ne^^l^ -appeared Rlav*k-IJundred Cadets, 
or Cadet Rlack-Huiidrc’ds, ot Vekhi^ think), but rather too 
little in comparison with what has been done in Europe, 

On the other haml, the IradUion of the bourgeois war on 
religion lias given rise in Europe to a specifically bourgeois 
distortion of this w’ar l>v anarchism, wdiich as the Marxists 
have long ago explained lime and again, lakes its stand on 
the bourgeois world outlook in spile of all IJie “fiirv’’ of 4s 
attacks upon Ihe lioiirgcoisie The Anarchists and Blanquisis 
in the T^atin countries. Most <who, incidentally, w’as a pupil 

* \chhi (tajuhnfuhs)- n svmposiiim published by a group of prom- 
inent Cadet wnlfis m whifli llie '’onstdiilional-Oemocrals, on behalf of 
Hie bourgeoisie expressed theii i'laliliide lo the autocracy for crushing 
Ihe niO') ie\oliilion iii.iiktd tlie final swing over of lln* Russian 

hlaials lo Ihe r:imp of tlu* luiclioii />/ 
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ol Dulirins}) and Co. in Goriiiany, and the Anaichisls in 
Aiish'ia lu the ’eighties carried revolutionary phraseniougcring 
in tlie struggle against religion to a ncc plus ultra. It is not 
. <?wi*piisiiig that the European Social-Democrats now f/o to the 
otl\er extreme ol the \narehists. This is quite underslandalile 
aiuPlo a cerlain extent legitimate, l>ut it is not seemly ol us 
riU'^sian Social Demociats to loigel the special historical con- 
dition^ that prevaded in the West. 

Secondh, in the West, nilvr the national l-oureeois revolu- 
tions were over, after the tnlroduelicm ol iiu le or less com- 
plete Imdom of conscience. tlu‘ problem of the democratic 
struggle against leligioii had be^^n alreadv so lorced into the 
historical background by the struggle of bourgeois democracy 
against Socialism that the bourgeois governments dehhvtatelij 
tried to diveit the ath^'iilion ol the masses horn Socialism bv 
orgaiii/ing a (fuasi lilieiat “drive” against clericalism. Such vv.is 
ih<‘ cbiiacttT ol flH‘ Kiiltiitlampf in (Jermany and ol the liglil 
of the bourgeois repulilicans against cliM’icalism in FrancP. Tilt* 
spread of the modern spint of “indiirercnci ' to the fight 
against religion among the Social-Democrats in tlie West was 
pieceded bv 1 ourgeois anti clericalism, tlie purpose ot which 
was to divert the altention ot the masses ot the vvorkeis trom 
Socialism. Vnd this again is quite iiriflerslanfJalde and legitim- 
ate hecausi' Social-Democrats had to counteiact bourgeois and 
Hismarckiaii anti-clericalism by suhordinatiruj the struggle 
against religion to the struggle for Socialism. 

Conditions are entirely dilTerent in Russia. The proletariat 
is the leader of our bourgeois-democratic revolution. Its Partv 
must 1)"' the ideological leader in the fight against ev'^rv form 
of mediaevalisin including the old official religion and every 
attempt to renovate it or provide it with a new or diircrent 
base, etc. Therefore, while Engels comparatively mildly cor- 
rected the opportunism of the German Social-Democrats — who 
snbsli lilted lor the demand of the workers’ partv that the state 
should declare religion a private matter the dectaraiion that 
religion is a private matter for Social-Demociats and the So- 
eial-Democratic Parly— it is clear that Engels would have re- 
buked the Rus'sian oppoilunisis a hundred times more severelv 
for having adopted this German distortion 
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By declaring from the Duma tribune that religion is the 
opium of the people, our fraction acted quite correctly, and 
thus created a precedent which should serve as a basis for all 
utterances by Russian Social-Democrats on the question 
religion. Should they have gone further and developed their 
atheistic arguments in greater detail? We think not. This 
might have incurred the danger of the fight against religion 
being exaggerated by the political parly of the proletariat; it 
might liave resulted in obliterating the difTereuee between the 
bourgeois and the Socialist tight against religion. The firsl duly 
of tlie Social-Democratic fraction in the Blackdlundrod Duma 
has been discharged with honour. 

The second duty— and perhaps the most imjiortaiit for So- 
cial-Democrals —namely, to exjdaiii the class role of the chiindi 
and Ihe clergy in supportin'^ the lUack-llundred govcnniioiit 
and the bourgeoisie in ils fight against the working class, has 
also been discharged with honour. Oi course, very much more 
might 1)0 said on lliis sulijcct, and Ihe Social-Deniocrals in their 
future utterances will know how to amplify Coiinade Surkov's 
speech; hut still his speech was excellent, and ils dissemination 
by all Parly organizations is the direct duty of our Party. 

The third duly was to explain in lull detail Ihe correct 
meaning of the proposition so olten distorted l)y llie (ierman 
opportunists, namely, that “religion is a private matter.'’ Ttiis, 
unfortunately, Comrade Surkov did not do. It is all the more 
a pity because in the earlier aclivily of the traction a mistake 
was already commilled on this question by Comrade Byeloiis- 
sov, which was noted at Ihe lime by tlie Proletfinj. The dis- 
cussion in ttie fraction shows that the dispute about atheism 
has overshadowed in its eyes the question of the proper inter- 
pretation of ihe famous demand that religion slioiild be re- 
garded as a private matter. We shall not blame Comrade 
Surkov alone for this error of the entire fraction. Moreover, 
we shall frankly admit lhai the whole Party v as at fault here 
for not having sufficiently explained this question, for not 
having sufficiently prepared the minds of Social-Democrats for 
the .significance of Engels’ remark regarding the German op- 
portunists. The discussion in the fraction proves lliat it wa«J 
in fact due to a confused understandinc of the onestion and 
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not to a desire to ignore the teachings of Marx, and we are 
sure that this error will be corrected in future utterances of the 
fraction. 

^ We repeat that on the whole Comrade Surkov’s speech was 
excellent and it should be disseminated by all the organizations. 
In'its discussion of this speech the fraction has proved that it 
is fulfilling its Sooial-Deraocratic duly conscientiously. It re- 
mains to be desired that correspoiuhmce on discussions within 
the fraction should appear more often in the Party press so 
as to bring the fraction and the Parly closer together, to ac- 
quaint the Parly with the (lifftcuU work l)eing done within the 
Iraclioji. and to estahlisti idr»>logical unity in the work of the 
Parly and the fraction 

May 190a 



DIFFERENCES IN THE EUROPEAN LABOUR 
MOVEMENT 

I 

Till' lirinripal luclifal diirorenccs lu tliL- prcscnl laliom' 
lllOVOllR'Ill ul Duiopt' and Amiiica rt'diici' llicmsolvcs t(i a 
>.!rii^'!*lo ai;ainsl Iwo l»i '4 trends Dial are tleparlinj; from Marx- 
ism, which has in fact l)ccoine the ftominani tlu-ory in 
lili^ movement. Tliese two trends are revisionism (oppor- 
'uiiism. reformism) and auarihism (anarcho-syndicalism, 
aiiarcho-socialism). Both these departures from tlie Marxist 
theory iliat is dominant in the labour movement, and from 
Marxist tactics, were to ho observed in various forms and in 
various .shades in all ci\i!i/ed ronntries diirim' tlie cour.se of 
the more than half-century of his'nry ol tlie mass labenr 
movement. 

This fact alone shows tluit llie.se departures cannot he at- 
tributed to accident, or to the mistakes of inilividiials or gronjis, 
or even to the intliience of national characteristics and tradi- 
tions, and so forth, 'I'here must l»r radical causes in the eco- 
nomic ssstein and in the character of the deselopment of all 
capitalist countries which constantly |.;ivc rise to lluse depar- 
tures. A small book published last year by a Dutch Marxist, 
Anton Fannekoek, The Taeiical Differences in the Labour 
Movement {Die taktisehen Differenzen in <ier Arheiterbewe- 
guny, Hamburg. Krdmann Dubber, 1909). repro.sents an inter- 
esting attempt at a scientific inveslisjalion of these causes. In 
the course of our exposition we shall acquaint the reader with 
Fannekoek’s conclusions, which it cannot be denied are ijuite 
correct. 
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One ol llii lUDsl uinses liuil penoiiicalK yive rise 

10 (Hircroncos over ladies is llio very inrowtli of Ihe labour 
movomeni ilself. If this inovemenl is nol measured by Ibe cri- 
terion of some faiilaslic ideal, but is regarded as the piactical 
inovemenl of ordinary people, il will l)e clear llial the eiilisl- 
meiit ol larg(*r and larger numbers ol new “recruils,” the en- 
rolment of ntw slrala of llu* toiling masses, must inevilaldy be 
ai'coinpani( d 1)> wa\(‘rings in Ibe sphere of theory and tactics, 
by repetitions ol old mistakes by temporary reversions lo an- 
litjualed ideas and anlicpiated melliods, and so lorth. The la- 
I)our movenunt ol every eoimlry periocruMlly spends a vary- 
ing amoiml ol energy, attention and time on Itie “training” 
ol reeniits. 

Furthermore, llie speed ol developmeul of capitalism dif- 
iers in (litTerenl connirics and in dilferenl s}du‘res ot national 
eeonomv, Marvism isMiiost easily, rapidly, completely and dura- 
bly assimilated hy I lie working class and ils ideologists where 
large-scale indusIrN is most developed, Fconoinic relations 
which are hackwaid, or which lag in Iheir d(‘velopinenl, con- 
stantly lead lo the appearance ol supporlers ol Ihe laliour 
movement who master only eerlain aspects ol Marxism, only 
certain parts ol the new" world conception, or individual 
slogans and demands, and are unable to make a de 
lei mined Ineak with all the Iradilions of the boingeois world 
conception in general and tiie hoiirgeois-demoeralic world con- 
ception in particular. 

Again, a coiislaiil source of dilfercnces is the dialectical 
nature of social development, which proceeds in coiilradiclions 
and through contradictions. Capitalism is progressive liecause 

11 destroys the old methods of production and develoiJs 
produclive forces, yet al llie same time, at a certain stage 
ol development, il retards the growth of produclive lorces. It 
develops, organizes, and disciplines the workers-— , and il criish- 
(‘s, oiipresses, leails lo degeneration, poverty and so on. ('apilal- 
ism creates ils owm gravedigger, it creates itself the elements of 
a new system, yet at the same time without a “leap” these indi- 
vidual elements change nothing in the general state of alTairs 
and do nol alTcet the rule of capital. Marxism, the theory of 
dialectical materialism, is able to embrace these contradictions 
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of pruclical litc, ul i\w prarliral liislory ol capitalism and the 
labour movement. Uni needless to say, the masses learn Troiii 
practical* lile and not from books, and therefore certain in- 
dividuals or groups constantly exaggerate,- elevate to a one- 
sided theory, to a one-sided system of lactijs, now one and 
now anotlier feature of capitalist development, now one and 
now another “lesson” from this development. 

llourgeois ideologists, liberals and democrats, not under- 
standing Marxism, and not understanding the modern labour 
movement, are constantly leaping from one futile extreme to 
another. At one lime they explain the whole matter by assert- 
ing that evil-minded persons are “inciting” class against class — 
at another they console themselves with the assertion that the 
workers’ parly is “a peaceful parly of reform.” Both anarcho- 
syndicalism and relormism- -which sei/e upon one aspect of 
the labour luovemenl, which elevate one-sidedness to a theory, 
and which declare such tendencies or features of this move- 
ment as constitute a specilic peculiarily ol a given period, of 
given conditions of working-class activity, to be mutually ex- 
clusive — must be regarded as a direct product of this bour- 
geois world conception and its influence. But real life, real his- 
tory, includes these diflVrent tendencies, just as life and develop- 
ment in nature include both slow evolution and rapid leaps, 
breaks in continuity. 

The revisionists regard as mere phrasemongering all re- 
flections on “leaps” and on the fundamental antithesis between 
the labour movement and the whole of the old society. They re- 
gard reforms as a partial realization of Socialism. The anarcho- 
syndicalist rejects “petty w'ork,” especially the utilization 
of the parliamentary platform. As a matter of fact, these latter 
tactics amount to waiting for the “great days” and to an inabil- 
ity to muster the forces which create great events. Both hinder 
the most imporlanl and most essential thing, namely, ihe con- 
centration of the workers into big, powerful and properly func- 
tioning organizations, capable of functioning properly under all 
circumstances, permeated with the spirit of the class struggle, 
clearly realizing their aims and trained in the true Marxist 
world conceplion. 

We shall here per mil ourselves a slight digression and note 
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in j)aiciJllK‘sis, so as lo avoid possililc inisundtTslaiidiiig, that 
Paiinekoek iliusIraU^s his analysis cdclusiuely by examples 
taken jroiu West European history, especially the history of 
Germany and France, and entirely leaves Russia out ol’ ac- 
eounl. 11 it ai)i)cars at times that he is hinling at Russia, it is 
only Ijecaiise the l)asi<' tendencies whicli give rise lo detinile 
de'J^ar lures from Marxist tactics are also to l)e observed in our 
country, despite the vast diiVerence belween Russia and the 
West in culture, customs, history and ecciiiomy. 

Finally, an extremely important cause producing dilfer- 
»'nces among the participants in llu' laliour movement lies in 
the elianges in tactics of the ruling classes m general, and of 
the bourgeoisie in particular. II the tactics ol the bourgeoisie 
were always uniform, or at least homogeneous, the working 
class would rapidly learn lo reply lo them by tactics also iini- 
lonn or homogencousi Rut as a matter ol fact, in every country 
the bourgeoisie inevitably works out I wo systems of rule, two 
methods of fighting lor its interests and of retaining its rule, 
and these inellioda at limes succeed eaeli other and at limes 
are interwoven wdih (*ach other in various <*oml)iiialions. They 
are, lirsll) llie method ol loree, the method which rejects all 
coucossious to the labour movement, the liicthod of supporting 
all tlie old and obsolete iiislilutioiis, the method of irreconcil- 
ably rejecting reforms. Such is the halure of the conservative 
policy whieli in Weslerii Europe is becoming less and less a 
poli<'y of the agrarian classes and more and more one of the 
varieties of bourgeois policy in general. The second method is 
the ineltiod of “lil)eralism,'’ which lakes steps towards the de- 
velopmenl of political rights, towards reforms, concessions and 
so forth. 

The bourgeoisie passes from one method lo Hie other not 
in accordance willi the malicious design of individuals, and 
not fortuitously, but owing lo the fundamental contradictions 
of its own position. Normal capitalist society cannot develop 
successfully without a consolidated representative system and 
without the enjoyment of certain political rights by the popula- 
tion, which is bound to be distinguished by its relatively high 
“cullurar’ demands. This demand for a certain minimum of 
culture is created by the conditions of the capitalist mode of 
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proiluctioji ilsoli, with its lri*hiijqne, complexity, flexibil 
ily, mobility, rapidity of dc\i‘lopinciil of world competition, 
and so forth. TJie oscillations in the tactics of the bourgeoisie, 
the passage troni the system ol lorce to the system ol apparent 
concessions, are, consequently, peculiar to the history of .all 
liuropeaii countries during the last half-century, while, at the 
same time, various countries chiefly develop the applicaticn of 
one method or the oilier at deliuile periods. For instance, Eng- 
land in the 'sixties and \c\enlics was a classical country ol 
'iiheral" Ixuirgeois jiolicv, Germany in the 'seventies and 
'eighties adhered to llie method of force, and so on. 

When tills method prevailed in Germany, a on(‘-sided echo 
of this system, one ol the systems of bourgeois government, 
was the growth ol anarcho-syndicalism, or an.irf hisni, as it was 
then called, in the labour mov-cment (the ‘‘Young” al llie begin 
uing of Ihe ‘niiielies, Johann Most at tlie beginning ot the 
'eighties). When in 1890 the change towards “concessions'* look 
place, this change, as is always the case, proved to be even more 
dangerous to the labour inovemenl, and gave rise to an e(iually 
one-sided echo ol bourgeois “relorniism”: oppoiiiinisni in the 
labour movement. “The j)ositive and real aim ol the liberal 
policy of the bourgeoisie/’ Pamiekoek says, “is to mislead the 
workers, to cause a siilit in their ranks to ti\mslorui their pol- 
icy into an impotent adjimcl ol an impolenl, always impotent 
and ephemeral, sham reformism.'’ 

Not Inlrequenlly, the bourgeoisie for a certain time acliievcs 
ils object by a “lilierar* policy, wliich, as Pannekoek justly 
remarks, is a “more crafty” policy. A part ol the workers and 
a part of their rcpresentalives at times allow themselves to be 
deceiv^cd by sham concessions. The revisionisis declare the 
doctrine of the clas« struggle to be ‘‘anliqualed," or begin to 
conduct a policy which in lad amounls to a renunciation of 
the class struggle. Tlie zigzags of bourgeois ladies intensify 
revisionism within the labour movement and not infrequently 
exacerbate the differences within the labour movement to the 
pitch of a direct split. 

All causes of the kind indicated give rise to differences on 
questions of tactics within the labour movement and within 
the proletarian ranks. But there is not and cannot be a Chinese 
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wall belweni Uu* proU^tanal aiwl llu* slrala ot Iho petty bour- 
geoisie contiguous to it, including the peasantry. It is clear that 
the passing of certain individuals, groups and strata of the petty 
•bourgeoisie into the ranks of the proletariat is bound, in its 
turi^^ to give rise to vacillations in the tactics ol the latter. 

The experience of the labour movement of various countries 
helps us to understand from the example of concrete practical 
questions the nature of Marxist tactics; it helps the younger 
(‘ountrios to distinguish more clearly the true class signiticance 
of the departures from Marxism and to combal these departures 
more successfully. 

Ofconiber 1910 


17— 



CERTAIN FEATURES OF THE IIISTORICAI 
DEVELOPMENT OF MARXISM 


Our doctrine — said linj^els, rL‘t't‘rrinf{ to hiniscli' and his 
I'unioiis I’riend — is not a dof,'n>a, hut a }^uidc lo action. This 
classical statcincul stresses with reinurkahle I'oicc and expres- 
siveness that aspect ot Marxism which is constantly l)cin^ lost 
sight of. And by losing sight of it, we turn .Marxism into some- 
thing one-sided, disligiircd and lifele.ss; we deprive it of its liv- 
ing soul; we undermine its basic theoretical foundations — 
dialectics, the doctrine tliat historical development is all-em- 
bracing and full of contradictions; we sever its connection with 
the definite practical tasks of the epoch, wbicli may change with 
every new turn of history. 

,\nd, indwd, in our time people are very fieciuently to be 
met with among lliose interested in the fate of Marxism in 
Russia who lose sight precisely of this a.speci of Marxism. Yet, 
it must be clear to everybody that in rci-ent years Russia Inis' 
undergone changes .so abrujit as to alter the situation with- 
unusual rapidity and unusual force — the social and political 
situation, which in a most ilirect and immediate manner de- 
termines the conditions of action, and. hence, the aims of ac- 
tion. 1 am not referring, of course, lo .general and fundamental 
aims, which do not change with turns of history so long as- 
the fundamental relations between classes do not change. It 
is perfectly obvious that this general trend of eeonomic (and 
not only economic) evolution in Russia, like the fundamental 
relations between the various classes of Russian society, has 
not changed during, say. the last six years. 

Rut the aims of direct and immediate action have changed 
very markedly during tliis period, just as the concrete social 
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and political siluation has changed — ^and, consequently, ia 
Marxism too, since it is a living doctrine, parlous sides were, 
bound to come to the fore. 

• In order to make this thought clear, let us take a glance at 
the change that has taken place in the concrete social and po- 
litical situation during the past six years. VVe at once discern 
two three-year periods into which this six-year period falls, the 
one ending roughly with the summer of 1907, and the other 
with the summer of 1910. The lirsl three-year period, regarded 
from the purely theoretical slandpoinU is disliiigiiished by rapid 
changes in the lundamenlal features of the slate system in 
Russia. The course of these changes was very uneven and the 
amplitude of oscillations in both directions was very great. The 
social and economic basis of these changes in the "superstruc- 
lure’' was the action of all classes of Russian society in the most 
parying fields (activity inside and outside the Duma, the press, 
unions, meetings, and so forth), so open and impressive and on 
such a mass scale as is not oflpii to be observed in history. 

The second three-year period, on the contrary, was distin- 
guished — we repeat that we are here conlining ourselves to the 
purely theoretical “sociologicar’ standpoint — by an evolution 
so slow that it almost amounted to stagnation. There were no 
changes at all noticeable in the state system. There were no, 
or almost no open and variegated actions by the classes in the 
majority ol the ‘’arenas” in which these actions were enacted 
ill the preceding period. 

The similarity between the two periods consisted in Ihe fact 
that the evolution of Russia in both periods remained the same 
as before, capitalist evolution. The contradiction between this 
economic evolution and the existence of a number of feudal, 
mediaeval institutions was not removed and also remained as 
before in consequence of the fact that the assumption of a par- 
tially bourgeois character by certain institutions could only ag- 
gravate rather than ameliorate this contradiction. 

The difference between the two periods consisted in the 
fact that during the first of these periods the foreground of the 
historical arena was occupied by the question of what exact 
form the result of the rapid and uneven changes afore-men- 
tioned would take. The content of these changes was bound 
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lo bn bourgeois owing lo llie capitalist character ol the evolution 
of Russia. Rut there is a bourgeoisie and a bourgeoisie. The 
middle and big bourgeoisie, which professed a more or less 
moderate liberalism, was, owing lo its very class position, afraid 
of abrupt changes and strove for tlie retention of large rem- 
nants of the old institulioiis both in the agrarian system and 
in the political “superstructure.” The rural petty bourgeoisie, 
which is interwoven with the peasantry that lives by “the la- 
bour of its own hands,” was hound lo strive for bourgeois re- 
forms of a' (liffcreiit kind, reforms that would leave far less 
room for mediaeval survivals. Tlic wage-labourers, lo the ex- 
tent that they consciously realized what was going on around 
Ihem, were hound to work out for themselves a dclinit.) at- 
titude towards lliis clash of two disliiicl iLMideneies, bolh o) 
which remained williin the framework of the bourgeois sys- 
tem, hut wdiich didermined entirely diU'erenl lorms for it, en- 
lircly diirerenl rales of its develoi»mcnl, dilferciil degrees of 
its progressive influences. 

In this way, the period of the past lliree years, not fortui- 
tously l)ul necessarily, brought lo I he forelroiil in Marxism 
those problems which are usually referred lo as problems of 
lactics. Nothing is more erroneous than the opinion that the 
disputes and dilferences that arose over these ipieslions were 
“intellecliiar’ disputes, that they were “a struggle for influence 
over the immature proletariat,” that they were an expression 
of the “adaptation of the intelligentsia to the proletariat,” as 
all the VeklmAlvs of various kinds think. On the contrary, il 
was precisely because this class had reached maturity that it 
could not remain indiflerent to the clash of tiie two different 
tendencies in the entire bourgeois development of Russia, and 
the ideologists of this class could not avoid providing theoretical 
formulations corresponding directly or indirectly, in direct or 
reverse refleclion) lo these different lendeircics. 

In the second three-year period the clash between the dif- 
ferent tendencies of bourgeois development in Russia was not 
on the order of the day, because both these tendencies were 
being crushed by the “die-hards,” forced back, driven inwards 
and, for the time lieing, smothered. The mediaeval die-hards 
not only occu[)ied the foreground hut also inspired broad sec- 
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tions of bourgeois sociely wilh Veklia'iie senliinenls, with a 
spirit of despondency and recantation. It wa's not the collision 
between two methods of reforming I lie old order that appeared 
iin the surface, but a loss of faith in reforms of all kinds, a 
spirit of “meekness” and ‘‘repenlance.” and infatuation for 
anti-social doctrines, a fad of mysticism, and so on. 

And this astonishingly abrupt change was not fori nitons, 
nor was it the result of “external” pressure alore. The preced- 
ing period had so profoundly stirred up strain of llic popula- 
tion wlio for generations and cenluries had slood aloof from, 
and were strangers, to political questions, lliat “a revatualion 
of all values,” a new study ot fnndamenlal problems a new 
interest in theory, in elcinenlals. in a study lieginning wilh Itie 
rudiments, arose naturull> and inevilaldv. Tiie millions, snd- 
deiilv awakened from tli^ir long sleep, and suddenly coiitronled 
wilh extremely important problems, could not remain on this 
level long, could not carry on wilhoul a respite, willioul a le- 
turn to elementary questions, without a new training wlucti 
wonhl help them to ‘ digest” lessons ol unparalleled richness 
and make it possible (or incomparably wide/ masses again to 
march forward, Imt now far more (irmly, more conscionslj, 
more assuredly and more persislenlly. 

The dialeclics of luslorical development was such that in 
the first period it was the arcomplishmenl of immediate re- 
forms in oAory .sjihere of the couiitrj's lile iJial was on the 
order ot the day, wliile in the second period on the order ol 
the day was tlie study of experience, its assimdation by wiiler 
strata, its penetration, if one may so express it, to the siilisoil, 
to the iiackward ranks of the various classes. 

It is precisely liecause Marxism is not a lifeless clognvi not 
a final, finislied and reads -made doctrine, but a living guide 
to action that it was bound to reflect tlie astonisliingly alirupt 
change in the conditions ot social life. A reflection of the cliangc 
was a profound disintegration and disunity, vacillations of 
all kinds, in a word, a very serious internal crisis ol Marx- 
ism. The necessity ot pulling up a determined resistance to this 
disintegration of waging a determined and persistent struggle 
on bclialf of Die foundations of Mar.xisiu was again on the 
Older of tlie dav In llx* prcreilmg period, extrunely wide sec- 



REFORMISM IN THE RUSSIAN SOCIAL- 
DEMOCRATIC MOVEMENT 


The tremendous progress which capitalism has made in 
recent decades and tlie rapid growth of the working-class 
movement in all the civilized countries have hiought about a 
marked change in the atlitude of the bourgeoisie to the pro- 
letariat. Inst<‘ail of carrying on an open, principled and direct 
light against all the fundamental lenels of Socialism and in de- 
fence of the complete inviolabilitj' of private property and the 
freedom of competition, the bourgeoisie of Europe and Amer- 
ica — as represented by its ideologists and political leaders — is 
coming out ever more frequently in del once of so-called so- 
cial reforms as opposed to the idea of social revolution. Not 
liberalism versus Socialism, but reformism versus Socialist 
revolution — that is the formula of the modern, “advanced,” 
educated bourgeoisie. And the higher the development of cap- 
italism in a given country, the more unadulterated the rule of 
the bourgeoisie, and the greater the amount of political liberty, 
the more extensive is llie application of the “most up-to-date” 
bourgeois slogan; reform versus revolution; partial patching 
up of the doomed regime, with the object of dividing and weak- 
ening the working class, nith the object of maintaining the 
rule of the bourgeoisie, versus the revolutionary overlhrowal 
of that rule. 

From the viewpoint of the world-wide development of So- 
cialism the menliojied change cannot but be regarded as a big 
step forward. At first Socialism fought for its existence, and it 
was confronted by a bourgeoisie confident' of its strength and 
l)oldlv and consistently defending liberalism as an integral sys- 
tem ol economic and political \iews Now Socialism has grown 
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into a force and, in the whole civilized world, has already 
proved its right to existence; it is now lighling for power, and 
the bourgeoisie, disintegrating as it is, and seeing the inevi- 
tability of its doom, is exerting every efl’ort to defer the day 
of doom and to maintain its rule under the new conditions as 
well at the cost of half-liljarlcd and hypocritical concessions 

The intensification of the struggle waged by the reformisti 
against the revolutionary Soeial-Democrals inside the working- 
class movement is an absolutely inevitable result of Ihe inen- 
lioned changes in the entire economic and political situation in 
all the civilized countries of the world. The growth of the 
working-class movement necessarily attracts to its ranks a 
certain number of potty-bourgeois elements These* elements 
are under the spell ol bourgeois ideology. They lind it diilicult 
to rid themselves of ^his ideology and lapse into it again and 
again. We cannot concoixe of the social revolution being ac- 
complished hy the prololarial without this struggle, wifhoiil a 
clear dividing line on questions of principle between the So- 
cialist ‘’Mountain’' and the Socialist “Gironde" being dra\\n 
prior to this re\olulion and without a complete bieak between 
the opportunist, pellv-liourgeois and the proletarian, revolution- 
ary elements of the new historic force duriiuf this lovohilion. 

In Russia. the position is, at bottom, the same- only here 
matters are more complicated, obscured and modified as a 
result ol the fact that we at e lagging behind hiirope (and even 
behind the advanced jiarl ot Asia), that we are still passing 
llirongh the era of bourgeois revolutions. Owing to this, Rus- 
sian reformism is distinguished hy its particular tenacioii^ness, 
it represents, as it were, a more pernicious malady, and is murh 
more harmful to Ihe cause of the proletariat and ol the revolu- 
tion. In our country rclormisin emanates from two sources 
simultaneously. Iiji Itio first place, Russia is much more a pelly- 
bourgeois country than the countries of Western Europe. Our 
country therefore represents a particularly fertile vSoil for the 
frequent appearance of people, groups and trends distinguished 
liy their contradictory, unstalJe, vacillating aililude to Social- 
ism (an altitude oscillating between “ardent love” and base 
treachery) which is cbaracterislic of ihe pelts bourgeoisie in 
general Secondly, the masses of the petty tmurgeoisie in our 



country are more prone to lose heart and to succumb to senti- 
ments of renegacy at the failure of any one of the phases of our 
bourgeois revolution; they are more ready to renounce the 
aim of a complete democratic revolution which would rid 
Russia thoroughly of all the survivals of mediaeva||8m and 
serfdom. ** 

We shall not dwell at length on the first source. We need 
only mention that there is hardly a country in the world in 
which such rapid “about-faces” from sympathy for Socialism 
to sympathy for counter-resolulionary lilieralism occur as in 
the case of our Struves, Irgoycvs, Karaulovs, etc., etc. Yet 
these gentlemen are not exceptions, not isolated individuals, 
but represeniathes of widespread currents I Senlimenlalisls, of 
whom there are many outside the ranks of the Social-Demo- 
cratic movement, but also a goodly number in its ranks, and 
who love to preach sermons against “immoderate” polemics, 
against “the passion for drawing dividing lines,” etc., betray a 
complete lack of understanding as to the historical! conditions 
which, in Russia, give rise to the “immoderate” “passion” for 
precipitous changes from'^Socialism to liberalism. 

Let us turn to the second source of reformism in Russia 

The bourgeois revolution has not been completed in our 
country. The autocracy is trying to find new wsrys of solving 
the problems bequeathed by that revolution and imposed by 
the entire course of economic development; but it is unable to 
sotve them. Neither the latest step in the transformation of old 
tsarism into a renovated bourgeois monarchy, nor the organiza- 
tion of the nobility and tlie upper crust of the bourgeoisie on 
d national scale (the Third Duma), nor yet the bourgeois agra- 
rian policy which is being enfifrced by the Zemshj Nachat- 
niks^— none of these “extreme” measures, none of these “last” 
elf oris of tsarism in the last sphere remaining to it — ^the sphere 
of adaptation to bourgeois development— prove adequate. It 
does not work! Far from catching up with the Japanese, Rus- 
sia. “renovated” by such means, is, perhaps, even beginning 

* Zemsky Nachalnik- a rural district prefect appointed from the 
nobility who exercised police inai{i>>lerinl and administrative functions 
over the peasants. The ofhn* was introdnred in 1888 and was ahnlished 

with the overthrow of iS'irKm in Russia. — Ed. 
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to fall behind iThina, Owing lo ftvfe ^ revSs^f^* 
democratic tasks have been left unfulfillca» a 
crisis is still inevitable. It is ripfening again, ^ 

ing toward it once more — ^along a new way, not the SCUM 
before, not at the same pace, and not only in the old forms — 
but that we are heading toward it, of that there is no doubt. 

This being the situation, the tasks of the proletariat are 
ful’y and unmistakably obvious. As the only consistently rev- 
olutionary class of contemporary society, it devolves upon it 
to be the leader, the hegemon in the struggle waged by the 
whole people for a complete democratic revolution, in the 
struggle waged Jjy all the toilers and exploited against the op- 
pressors and exploiters. The proletariat is revolutionary only 
in so far as it is conscious of this idea of hcgemi ny and applies 
it in life. The proletarian who is conscious of this task is u 
slave who has risen against ittavery. The proletarian who is 
not conscious of the idea that his class must be the hegemon, 
or who renounces this idea, is a slave who fails to realize his 
position as a slave; at best he is a slave who lights to improve 
his condition as a slave, but not who lights to overthrow 
slavery. 

it is therefore obvious that the famous formula proclaimed 
by one of the young leaders of our reformists, Mr. Levitsky 
of the Nasha Zarya, who declared that Russian Social- 
Democracy must represent “not hegemony, but a class party,” • 
is a formula of the most consistent reformism. More than that, 
it is a formula of rank renegacy. When one says — not hege- 
mony, but a class parly — one actually assumes the attitude 
of the bourgeoisie, the attitude, of the liberai, who says to 
the slave of our age, the w&ge worker; “Fight to 'improve 
your condition as a slave, but regard the thought of over- 
throwing slaverjias a pernicious utopia!” Compare Bernstein’s 
famous formula — “The Movement is everything, the ultimale 
goal is nothing” — with I^evitsky’s formula, and you will see 
that they are variations of the same idea. In both cases only 
reforms are recognized, while revolution is renounced. Bern- 
stein's formula is broader in scope, for it envisages a Socialist 
revolution (=the ultimate goal of Social-Democracy, as a pari 
ol bourgeois society). Levitsky’s formula is narrower; (or 
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wli«le it mionncos revolution in general, it is particularly 
meant to renounce what nettled the liberals most in 1905-07 — 
namely, the fact that the proletariat wrested from the liberals 
the leadershi[) of the masses of the people (particularly of the 
peasantry) in the struggle for a complete rleinocratic revolu- 
tion. « 

To preach to the workers that they need '"not hegemony, 
hut a class party,” means to betray the cause of the proletariat 
to the liberals; it means preaching that the Social Democratic 
labour policy should be superseded by a liberal labour policy.* 

The renunciation of the idea of hegemony, however, is the 
grossest variety of reformism in the Russian Social-Demo- 
cratic movement, and that is why not all the Licpiidators^ make 
bold lo express Ihoir ideas in such deliiiile terms. Some of Ibem 

(Mr. Marlov, for instance) even try, in derision of the Irutli, 
to deny that there is a connection lietween llie j enunciation of 
hegemony and liquidalionism. 

A more “subtle” attempt to “sulislantiale” tlie reformist 
views is the following argument: The bourgeois revolution in 
Russia is at an end; after 1905 there can be no second bour- 
geois revolution, there can be no repetition of tlie nation-wide 
struggle for a democratic revolution; therefore there is no pros- 
pect of a revolutionary crisis in Russia; tlicre is only the 
prospect of a “constitutional” crisis, and all Diat remains for 
the working class to do is to take care lo defend its rights and 
interests on the basis of that “constitutional crisis.” Those are 
the arguments set torlh by the Liquidator Y. Larin in the Dyclo 
Zhizni (and previously in the Vozrozhdeniije). 

“October 1905 is not on the order of the day,” wrote 
Mr. Larin. “If llie Duma were al>olishe4, it would he restored 
more rapidly than in post-revolutionary Austria, which abol- 
ished the constilution in 1851 only to recognize it again in 1860, 
nine years later, without any revolution [note this!], simply be- 

^ Tliis was the appellation given to the Mensheviks who in the years 
of reaction following the defeat of the 1905 Revolution renounced the 
revolutionary policy of the Party and endeavoured to liquidate the rev- 
olutionary, illegal Party of the proletariat. The Liquidators advocated 
the fonnatiQii of an “oj)en'’ labour party which was lo i unction legally 
with the consent ol the arch -reactionary Slolypin goveniincnl in office 
at the time hd 
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lause il Was m llu* iiilcrosts f»l I1 h> most mtliiential spclion ol llip 
ruling classes, which had reconstructed its economy on capital- 
ist lines.” “At the present stage a nation-wide revolutionary 
movement like that of 1905 's impossible.” 

All these reflections by Mr. Larin are nothing mure than an 
enlarged rehash ot what Mr. Dan said at the Conference of the 
R.S.D.L.P. in December 1908. Arguing against the tcsolution 
which staled that the “fundamental laclors oi economic and 
political life, which gave rise to the revolution of 1905, con- 
tinue to operate," that a new' — revolutionary and not “con- 
stitutional” — crisis was developing, the editor ot the Liquida- 
lots’ Golos exclaimed: “They [i.e., the R.S.D.L.P.] want lo 
push to where they once met with deleat.” 

To “push” again l^oward revolution, to work tirelessly— in 
the clianged situation— to pro{)agute the idea ol revolution and 
lo prepare tiie torces of Iho working class bir il that, from 
the standpoint of the reformists, is llie chief crime ot the 
R.S.D.L.P., that is what constitutes the guilt ol tlic revolution- 
ary prolclaiial. It’s no use “pushing to where we once met 
with dclcal”— such is the wisdom of renegades and ol persons 
who lose heart alter any defeat. 

Rut in countries older and more “experienced’’ than Russia 
llie revolutionary proletariat showed its ability lo “push to where 
it once met with defeat” two, three, four limes: in France it 
accomplished four revolutions in the period trom 1789 to 1871, 
rising again and again after the most severe deleats and achiev- 
ing a republic, in which il now faces ils lust enemy - the ad- 
vanced bourgeoisie; a republic, which is the only form of gov- 
ernment corresponding to the conditions required for the final 
struggle foi the victory of Socialism. 

Such is the distinction between Socialists and liberals, or 
adherents of the bourgeoisie. The Socialists teach that revolu- 
tion is inevitable, and that the proletarial must lake advantage 
of all the contradictions in the life of society, of every weak- 
ness of its eneqiies or of the intermediate strata, lo prepare 
for a new revolutionary struggle, lo repeat the revolution in a 
broader arena, with the population more dev'cloped. The bour- 
geoisie and the liberals teach that revolutions are unnecessary 
and even harmful for the workers, that the latter must not 
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‘"push” toward rt-vululion, hut, like good boy;!, work modestly 
for reforms. 

Thai is why, in order to divert the Russian worker from 
Socialism, the reformists — who are the captives of bourgeois 
ideas — constantly refer to the example of Austria (as well as 
Prussia) in the 1860’s. Why are they so. fond of referring 
precisely to these examples? Y. Larin let the cat out of the 
bag; l>e€ause in these counlries, after the “unsuccessful” rev- 
olution of 1848, the bourgeois transformation was consum* 
mated “ivithout any revolution.” 

That is the crux of the mattcrl That is what gladdens their 
hearts. For that seems to indicate that bourgeois change is pos- 
sible without revolution!! And if that is the case, why should we 
Kus.sians bother our heads about a revolution? Why not leave 
ii to llie landlords and factory-owners to eil'cet the bourgeois 
transformation of Russia, too, “Without any revolution”?! 

it was because the proletariat in Austria and Prussia was 
weak that it was unable to prevent the agrarians and the bour- 
geoisie iroin elfecliug the transformation in a way that ran 
counter to the interests of the workers, in a form most pre- 
judicial to the workers, preserving the monarchy, the privileges 
of the nobility, their arbitrary rule in the countryside, and a 
host of other survivals of mediaevalism. 

The Russian reformists — ^afler our proletariat displayed in 
1905 a strength unparalleled in any bourgeois revolution 
in the West — fall hack upon the examples of the weakness of 
the working class in other countries, forty or lilty years ago, 
in order to justify their own rencgacy, to adduce “grounds” 
for their own propaganda of rcnegacyl 

Austria and Prussia of the 1860’s, to which our reformists 
are so fond of referring, furnish the best example proving the 
theoretical fallacy of their arguments and their desertion to 
the side of the bourgeoisie in practical politics. .■ 

Indeed: What docs the fact tliat Austria restored the con- 
stitution which had been abolished after the defeat of the Rev- 
olution of 1848, and that an “era of crisis’- was ushered in in 
Prussia in the 18t)0’s, prove? It proves, primarily, that the bour- 
geois transformation of these countries had not been con- 
summated. To maintain that the system of government in 
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Russia lias already liecunie hourgcois (as Larin says), and that 
il is now wrong to speak of the leudal nalurc of governmental 
power in our country (sec the writings of the same Larin), and 
at the same time lo refer to Austria and Prussia as an example, 
IS to refute oneseltl It would he ridiculous, in general, lo deny 
that the bourgeois transformation of Russia has not been 
completed; the very policy ol the iKiurgeois parties of the 
Constitulional-Democratt and the Oclohrisls proves this beyond 
the shadow of a doubt, and Larin himself (as we shall see 
liirther down) surnnders his position. It c.mnol he denied that 
the monarchy has taken one more slej) to adapt ilself to 
bourgeois develojmient — us we have said iK'lore, and as has 
been pointed out in the resolution adopted by the Parly (Decem- 
ber 11)08) . liut it is iilill more undeniuble lliul eocn this uduptu- 
lion, even bourgeois rt'^aclion, and the Third Duma, and the 
agrarian law of Novi'inher 0. 1906 (and Jum* 14, 1910) do not 
solve tlie problems ol Russia’s bourgeois transforinalion. 

Further: Why did the "crises’’ in Austria and in Prus.sia in 
the 18()0's turn out lo be “constitutional,'’ ami not revolution 
ary, crises? Because there \sas a number, ol special circum- 
stances which served to ease, the diflicull position of the 
monarchy (the •'revoliilion Irom above’’ in Germany, her 
iinificalion by the method of “iron ami blood") ; because the 
proletariat in those countries was at that time extremely weak 
and undeveloped, and the liberal iKiurgeoisic was distinguished 
by base cowardice and treachery, just as the Russian Cadets 
are in our d.ay. 

To show how the German Social-Democrals themselves — 
those among them who were cye-wilnes.ses of the events of 
those years— appraise the .situation, we shall cite some opin- 
ions expressed by Rebel in his memoirs {Pages From My Life ) , 
the lirst part of which was published last year. As regards the 
events that took place in 1862, the year of the “conslitulional’’ 
crisis in Prussirf, Bismarck, as has become known subsequently, 
related that the king had at that time given way to utter de- 
spair, lamented his fate, and blubbered in his, Bismarck’s, pres- 
ence that they were both going lo die on the scaffold. Bis- 
marck had reassured the coward and persuaded him not to 
shrink from giving battle 



"'I'liebe eviuils show," says Itebel, "whal the liberals luiglit 
have achieved had (hey iakeu advantage of the situation. But 
they were already afraid of the v^-orkers who backed them. 
Bismarck's words that if he was driven to extremes, he would 
set Acheron in motion [i.e., rouse the “nether world,” the 
lower classes, the masses of the people], struck fear into their 
hearts.” 

t 

Half a century after the “constitutional” crisis which con- 
summated the transformation of his country into a bourgeois- 
Junker monarchy “wilhoiil any revolution,” the leader of the 
(ierraan Social-Democrats speaks of the rrooluiionanj pos- 
sibilities of the situaliuii at that lime, which the liberals did 
not take advantage of owing to their fear of the workers. The 
leaders of the Bussian reformists .say to the Russian workers. 
Since the German bourgeoisie wa.s so base as to cower before 
the cowering king, why shouldn’t we too try to copy those 
splendid taclic.s of the German bourgeoisie? Rebel accuses the 
bourgeoisie ot having, owing to its exploiter's fear of the 
popular movement, tailed to "lake advantage” of the “consti- 
tutional” crisis to effect a revolution. Larin and Co. accuse 
the Russian workers of having striven for hegemony (t.e., to 
draw the masses into the revolution in spite of the liberals), 
and advise them to orgajiize “not for revolution,'’ but “for 
the purpose of defending their interests in the forthcoming 
constitutional renovation of Rus.sia.” The rotten views of the 
rotten German liberals are pre.seuled by the Liquidators to the 
Russian workers as being “Social-Democratic” views! How, 
after this, can one help calling such Social-Democrats Stolypin 
Social-Democrats ? 

In appraising the “constitutional” crisis of the 1 SCO’s in 
Prussia, Rebel does not confine himself to the statement that 
the bourgeoisie was afraid to light the monarchy because it 
was afraid of the w'orkers. lie also tells us whal^ was going on 
among the workers at that time. “The appallingfState of public 
alfairs,” he says, “of which the workers were becoming ever 
more keenly aware, naturally affected their mood. Everywhere 
there was a clamour for change. But since there was no lead- 
ership fully conscious of lh«‘ needs, having a clear vision of 
the goal, and enjoying confidence; and since there existed no 
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strong organizalioii that could rally the forces, :he mood 
petered out (oerpuffie). Never did a movement, so splendid in 
its essence (in Kern vortreffliche), turn out to be so 1 utile in 
the end. All the meetings were packed, and the most vehement 
speakers were hailed as the heroes of the day. Tliis was the 
prevailing mood particularly in the workers’ Educational Society 
at Leipzig." A mass meeting in Leipzig on May 8, 18G6, attended 
by 5,000 people, uiiaiiimously adopted a resolution pro])oscd by 
Liebkni^chl and Bebel, which demanded the convocation, on 
the basis of universal and equal sulfrage, direc: elections and 
secret ballot, of a parliament relying on the imivtTsally armed 
people. The resolution also expressed the ‘ hope that tlie German 
people will elect as deputies only persons wlio rcpinliale every 
hereditary central government power.” The resolution pioposod 
by Licbknecht and Bebcl was thus unmistakably revolutionary 
and republican in character. 

Thus we see that at the lime of the ‘ constitiilionar’ crisis 
the leader of the German Social-Democrats ad\ocaled at mass 
jneetings resolutions ol a republican and rcvolulionurv nature. 
Half a century later, recalling his youth and telling the younger 
generation ol the events ot days long gone by, he stresses most 
of all his regret that at that time there was no leadership stfffi- 
cieiitly class-conscious and understanding the revolutionary 
tasks (i.e., there was no rcvoUitionaxij Social'^Demorratic Party 
understanding the task implied by hegemon y) ; that there 
was no strong organization, that the revolutionary 'moiwl 
“petered out.” Yet the leaders of the Russian reformists, show- 
ing the proiundily of Ivan the Fool, refer to the example of 
Austria and Prussia in the 1860’s as proving that things can 
be achieved ‘without any revolution”! And these paltry philis- 
lin(‘s who have succumbed to the fumes of counter-revolution, 
and are the ideological slaves of liberalism, still dare to dis- 
honour the name of the R.S.D.L.P.! 

To be sure, among the reformists who have broken with So- 
cialism there arte people who substitute for Larin’s straightfor- 
ward opportunism the diplomatic tactics of beating about the 
bush when dealing with the most important and fundamental 
questions of the working-class movement. They Iry to confuse 
the issue, to muddle the ideological controversies, to defile them, 
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as Mr. Martov, for iastauce, does wlien he asserts in the legally- 
published press (that is to say, where he is protected by Stoly- 
pin from a direct retort by members of the R.S.D.L.P.) that 
Larin and “the orthodox Bolsheviks in thp resolutions of 1908 ” 
propose an identical “scheme.” This is a distortion of the facts 
worthy of this author of scurrilous writings. The same Martov, 
pretending to argue against Larin, declared in print that he, 
“of course” docs “not suspect Larin of reformist tendencies.” 
Martov does not suspect Larin, who espouses purely reformist 
views, of being a lel'ormist!! This is an example of the tricks 
to which the diplomats of reformism resort.* The same Martov, 
whom some suuplclons regard as being more “left,” and a 
more reliable revolutionary, than Larin, summed up his “dilfer- 
ences” with the latter in the following words: 

*To sum up: quite suflicient evidence for the Iheorelicnl substanliation 
and polilicai juslificalion of wlial the Mensheviks who remain true lo 
Marxism are now doing is contained in the fact lliat the pn^sent regime 
is an inherently contradictory combination of absolutism and conslilii- 
tionalisiii, and that the Russian working class has suliicitMitly matured 
to follow the example of the workers of the progressive countries of liie 
West in striking at this regime tliiough the Achilles heel of its eonlia 
dictions.” 

No matter how hard Martov tried lo evade the issue, the 
result of his very first attempt at a summary was that all his 
evasions collapsed of themselves. The words quoted above 
represent a complete renunciation of Socialism and its super- 
session by liberalism. What Martov proclaims as “quite sufli- 
cient” is sufficient only for the liberals, only for the bourgeoisie. 
A proletarian who considers it “quite sufficient” to recognize 
the contradictory nature of the combination of absolutism and 
constitutionalism accepts the standpoint of a liberal labour 
policy, lie is no Socialist, he does not understand the tasks of 
his class which demand that the masses of the people, the 

1 C/. the just remarks made by the pro-Party Meftshevik Dnevnilsky 
in No. 3 of the Discussion Bulletin (supplement to the Central Organ of 
our Party) on Larin’s reformism and Martov's evasions. (Pro Parly 
Mensheviks — a group rallying around Plekhanov who, unlike the Men- 
shevik Liquidators, advocated that the illegal proletarian Parly be pre- 
served and strengthened. — Ed,) 
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masses of toilers and exploited, be roused against absolutism 
in all its forms, that they be roused to intervene independently 
in the historic destinies of the country, and to oppose their 
action to the vacillations or counter-action of the bourgeoisie. 
But the independent historical action of the masses who have 
rid themselves of the hegemony of the bourgeoisie turns a 
“constitutional” crisis into a revolution. The bourgeoisie 
(particularly after 1905) fears revolution and loathes it; the 
proletariat, on the other hand, educates the masses of the 
people in the spirit of devotion to the idea of revolution, 
explains its tasks, and prepares the masses for ever new revolu- 
tionary battles. Whether the revolution materializes, when and 
under what circumstances — that does not depend on the will 
of one class or another; ]>ut the revolutionary work carried on 
among the masses is pever wasted. Only this kind of work is 
to be regarded as activity which prepares the masses for the 
victory of Socialism. Messrs. Larin and Martov forget these 
elementary, ABC truths of Socialism. 

Larin, who expresses the views of the group of Russian 
Liquidators who have completely broken with the R.S.D.L.P., 
does not hesitate to cross all the t's and dot all the is in ex- 
pounding his reforinism. Here is what he writes in the Dyelo 
Zhizni (1911, No. 2) —and these words should be remembered 
by everyone who holds the principles of Social-Democracy dear: 

“A slaU* of and uncerlainty, when people simply do nol 

know wliiit to expect of the coming day, sshal tasks to set I Ik in selves— 
that is ^^hat resnlls from indetiiiife \sailing moods, from vague hopes ol 
either a repelilion of llio revolution or otf ‘we shall see later on.’ Tlie 
immediate task is, not to indulge in fruitless wailing by the sea in expee- 
tatioii ot fair weather, but to permeate broad circles with the guiding idea 
that, in the new historical period of Russian life that has set in, the 
working class iniisl organize itself not Tor revolution,’ not In expectation 
of a revolution,’ hut simply (note the but simply . . .] for the determined and 
systematic defenre of its special interests in all spheres of life; for the 
yaihering and training of its forces in the course of this many-sided and 
co-mplex activity; for the training and accumulation in this way of Socialist 
consciousness in general; for acquiring the ability to orientate ilselt (to find 
its bearings) — and to stand up for itself — iparlicularly in the complicated 
relations among the social classes of Russia during the forthcoming 
constitutional renovation of the country after the economically inevitable 
self exhaustion of feudal reaction ” 
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That is consummate, frajik, simiy reformism of the purest 
water. War against the idea ol revolution, against the “hopes” 
for revolution (in the eyes of the reformist such “hopes” are 
vague, because he does not comprehend the depth of the con- 
temporary economic and political contradictions) ; war against ‘ 
every activity whose purpose is to organize the forces and 
prepare the minds for revolution; war waged in the legally 
published press, protected by Stolypin from a direct retort by 
revolutionary Social-Democrats; war waged in the name of a 
group of legalists who have completely broken with the 
R.S.D.L.P. — this is the program and tactics of Ihe Stolypin 
labour party’ which Messrs. Potresov, Levitsky, Larin ami Co. 
arc out to create. The real program and the real tactics of these 
people are expressed in precise terms in the above quotation — 
in contradistinction to their hypocritical official assurances that 
they are “also Social-Democrats,” that they “also” belong to 
the “irreconcilable International.” These assurances are but 
window dressings. Their deeds, their real social substance, are 
expressed in this program, which substitutes for Socialism a 
liberal labour policy. 

Just note the ridiculous contradictions in Avlhich the reform- 
ists become involved. If, as Larin says, the bourgeois revolution 
in Russia has been completed, then the Socialist rcvolulion 
should be on the order of the day. That is self-evident; it is 
clear to anyone who professes to be a Socialist not for the 
sake of deceiving the workers by a iiopular appellalion. That 
is all the more reason why we should organize “for revolution” 
(for Socialist rcvolulion), “in expectation” of a revolution, for 
the .sake of the “hope” (not a vague “hope,” but a ccrtaintij. 
based on precise and multiplying data of science) for a Social- 
ist revolution. 

But that’s just the ruli — for to the reformist the twaddle 
about the completed bourgeois revolution (like the twaddle 
about the Achilles’ heel, etc., to Martov) is but a verbal screen 
to cover up his renunciation of all revolution. He renounces 
the bourgeois-democratic rcvolulion on the pretext that it has 
been completed, or that it is “quite sufficient” to recognize the 

1 This was what the Menshevik Liquidators were called ironically 
(see footnote to p. 268). — Ed. 
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contradiction between absolutism and constitutionalism; and 
he renounces the Socialist revolution on the pretext that "for 
the time being” we must “simply” organize to take part in 
the "forthcoming constitutional renovation” of Russia! 

But if you, esteemed Cade! parading in Socialist featliers, 
recognize the inevitability of Russia’s “forthcoming constitu- 
tional renovation,” you speak against yourself; for thereby you 
admit that tlie bourgeois-deniorralic revolution has not been 
completed in our country. You are betraying your bourgeois 
nature again and again when you talk about an inevitable 
“self-exhaustion of feudal reaction,” and wlnn you sneer at 
the proletarian idea of destroyintj, not only feudal reaction, but 
fdl survivals of feudalism, by means of a popular revolutionary 
movement. 

Despite the liberal s^ermous of our heroes of the Stolypin 
labour party, the Riussian proletariat will always and invariably 
imbue all its dillicult. arduous, everyday, rouline and ineon- 
spieuous work, to which the ora of counter-revolution has 
condemned it, with the .spirit of devotion to the democratic 
■revolution and to the Socialist revolution; it w’ill organize and 
gather its forces for revolution; it will ruthlessly rebulT the 
traitors and renegades; and it will be guided, not by a "vague 
hope,” but by the scientifically proved certainty that the revo- 
lution will come again. 


SoplcrnluT 1911 



THE RIGHT OF NATIONS TO 
SELF-DETERB^INATION 

(Excerpt) > 


VIII. KARL MARX THE UTOPIAN AND PRACTICAL 
ROSA LUXEMRURG‘ 

t 

While declaring Ihe independence of Poland lo be n ‘‘utopia” 
and repeating it ad natixeam, Rosa Tjuxeinburg exclaims irf>ni- 
cally: why not raise the demand for the independence of Ireland? 

Evidenlly, “praclica!” Rosa Liixcmlnirg is unaware of Karl 
Marx’s attitude to the question of the independence of Ireland. 
It is worth while dwelling upon this, in order to show how a 
definite demand for national independence was analysed from 
a really Marxian and not an opportunist standpoint. 

It was Marx’s custom lo “probe the teeth,” as he expressed 
it. of his Socialist acquaintances, testing their intelligence and 
the strength of their convictions. Having made Ihe ac(piainlance 
of Lopatin, Marx wrote to Engels on July 5, 1870 expressing 
a highly flattering opinion of the young Russian .Socialist but 
adding at the same time: 

“. . . Poland is his weak point. On this point he speaks quite 
like an Englishman — say, an Engli.sh Chartist of the old school 
— about Ireland.” 


* Rosa Lnxembnrfi — prominent leader of Ihe Po'ish and 

German .Social-Demorratic movements and one of the foniiders of Ihe 
Communist Party of Germany; ardent revolutionary and pass'onate cham- 
pion of Ihe cause of the working class. V. I. Lenin highly praised Rosa 
Lnxemhnra’s srrvire<i lo the inlernalionat workiii" rtass movement l)iit 
at Ihe same time look her lo task for her semi-Menshevik stand on a 
number of highly important questions of revolut'onarv Marxism and 
particularly on the subject of the national question. — Ed. 
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Marx questions a Socialist belonging to an oppressing nation 
about his attitude to the oppressed nation and he at once 
reveals the defect common loHhe l^^ialisls of the dominant 
nations (the British and the Russian) : they fail to understand 
their Socialist duties towards the downtrodden nations, they 
echo the prejudices of the “Great Power” bourgeoisie. 

Before passing on to Marx’s positive declarations on Ireland, 
we must point out that in general the attitude of Marx and 
Engels to the national (piestion was strictly critical, and that 
they recognized its historically relative importance. Thus, 
Engels wrote to Mar»on May 23, 1851, that the study of history 
was leading him to pessimistic conclusions concerning Poland, 
that the importance of Poland was temporary, that it would 
last only until the agrarian revolution in Russia. Tire role of 
the Poks in history wqs one of “brave, quarrelsome stupidity.” 

“And one cannot point to a .single instance in which Poland 
represented progre.ss successfully, even if only in relation k) 
Russia, or did anything at all of historic importance.” Russia 
ronirtius more elements of civilization, education, industry and 
of the bourgeoisie than the “Poles, whose whole nature is 

that of the idle cavalier What arc Warsaw and Cracow 

compared to St. Pefershurg, Moscow, Odessa, etc.!” Engels 
had no faith in the success of an insurrection of the Polish 
aristocracy. 

But all these thoughts, so full of genius and penetration, 
by no means prevented Engels and Marx from treating the 
Poli.sh movement with the most profound and ardent sympathy 
twelve years later, when Russia was still dormant and Poland 
was seething. 

When drafting the Address of the International in 1864, 
Marx wrote to Engels (on November 4, 1864) that he had to 
combat Mazzini’s nationalism, and went on to say: “In so far 
as international politics come into the Address, I speak of 
countries, not of nationalities, and denounce Russia, not the 
lesser nations.” 

Marx had no doubt as to the subordinate position of the 
national question as compared with the “labour question.” But 
his theory is as far from ignoring the national question as 
heaven from earth. 
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1866 arrives. Marx writes to Engels about the “Proudhonist 
clique” in Paris which . . declares nationalities to be an 
absurdity and attacks Bismarck and Garibaldi. As polemics 
against chauvinism their tactics are useful and explicable. But 
when II)P belnwers in Proudhon (my good friends here. T.a- 
farguo and Longuet also belong to them) think that all Europe 
can and should sit quietly and peacefully on its behind until 
the gentlemen in France abolish poverty and ignorance . . . 
they become ridiculous.” (I.etter of June 7. 1866.) 

“Ye.sterday,” Marx writes on June 20, “there was a discus- 
sion in the International Council on the*present war The 

discussion wound up, as was to be expected, with ‘the question 
of nationality’ in general and the attitude w'e should take to- 
wards it, . . . The representatives of ‘Young France’ [non- 
workers) came out with the announcement that all national- 
ities and even nations were ‘antiquated prejudices.’ Proudhon- 
ized Stirnerism. . . . The whole world waits until the French 
are ripe for a social revolution. . . . The English laughed very 
much when T began my speech by saying that our friend La- 
fargue, etc., who had done awav with nationalities, had spoken 
‘French’ to us, i.e., a language which nine-tenths of the audience 
did not understand. I also suggested that by the negation of 
nationalities he appeared, quite unconsciously, to understand 
their absorption into the model French nation.” 

The conclusion that follows from all these critical remarks 
of Marx is clear: the working class should be the last to make 
a fetish of the national question, since the development of 
capitalism does not n<*ces.sarily awaken all nations to independ- 
ent life. But to brush aside the mass national movements once 
thev have started and to refuse to support what is progressive 
in them means, in etTect, pandering to nationalistic prejudices. 
viz., recognizing “one’s own” as the “model nation” (or, we 
will add, as the nation possessing the exclusive privilege of 
forming a state) 

But let us return to the question of Ireland. 

^ See also Marx’s letter to EiiRels of June 3, 1867: “• . 1 have learned 
with real pleasure from the Paris letters to the Times about the pro 

Polish sentifnent.s of the Paiisians as against Ru.ssia M Proudhon and 

his little doctrinaire clique are not the French people." 
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Marx’s position on this question is most clearly expressed 
in the following extracts from his letters: 

“1 have done my best to bring about this demonstration of 
the British workers in favour of Fenianism^. . . I used to 
think the separation of Ireland from England impossible. I 
now think it inevitable, although after the separation there may 
come federation." This is what Marx wrote to Engels on No- 
vember 2, 1867. 

In his letter of November 30 of the same year he. added: 

“. . .what sliall we advise tin* English workers? In my 
opinion they must mtke the repeal of the Union" [Le., the 
separation of Ireland from Great Britain] “(in short, the affair 
of 1783, only dcmocratired. and adapted to the conditions of 
the time) into an article of their pronanziamento. This is the 
only legal and liter oforo' only possible form of Irish emancipa- 
tion which can be admitted in the program of an English party. 
Experience must show later whether a purely personal union 
can co?ilinne to subsist between the two countries. . . . 

“What the Irish need is: 

“t) Self-government and independence from England: 

“2) An agrarian revolution ’’ 

Marx attached great importance to the question of Ireland 
and he delivered lectures of onc-and-a-half-hours' duration 
at the German Workers’ Union on this subject (tetter of 
December 17, 1867). 

Engels notes in a letter of November 20, 1868, “the hatred 
for the Irish among the British workers,” and almost a year 
later (October 24, 1869), returning to this question he writes: 

“// n’g a qu’un pas" (it is only one step) “from Ireland to 
Russia. . . .” “Irish history shows one how disastrous it is for 
a nation when it has subjugated another nation. All the abomi- 
nations of the English hav e their origin in the Irish Pale. I have 
still to work through the Cromwellian period, but this much 
seems certain to me. that things would have taken another 

1 Frnianism- a niovenii*ii| for the nntioiml independence of Ireland 
which aro.se in 18,57. The revolutionary Fenian organization functioned 
simultaneously in Ireland and America. At the end of the ’sixties Marx 
and Engels promoted an international campaign for an amnesty for the 
Fenian prisoners. — Ed. 
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turn in England but for Ihe necessity for military rule in Ireland 
and the croalion oi a new aristocracy there.” 

Let us note, by the way, Marx’s letter to Engels of August 18, 
1869: 

“In Posen . . . Ihe Polish workers . . . have brought a strike 
to a victorious end by the help of their colleagues in Berlin. 
This struggle against Monsieur le Capital — even in the sub- 
ordinate form of the strike — is a very dillcrent way of getting 
rid of national prejudices from that of the bourgeois gentlemen 
with their peace declamations.” 

The policy on the Irish question pi^lsued by Marx in the 
International may be seen from the following: 

On November 18, 18t)9, Marx writes to Engels that he spoke 
for an hour and a quarter in the Council of the International 
on the question of the attitude of the British Ministry to the 
Irish amnesty and proposed the following resolutions : 

“Ucisolved, 

“that ill his reply lo Ihc Irish demands for the release of the inipris- 
oned Irish patriots . . . Mr. Gladstone (ieliheralely insults the Irish nation; 

“that he clogs political amnesty with conditions alike degrading lo 
the victims of nii.sgovcrnmenl and the people they belong lo: 

“that having, in the teeth of his responsible position, publicly ami 
enthusiastically cheered on the American slave-holders’ rebellion, he now 
steps in lo preach to the Irish people the doctrine of passive obedience; 

“that his whole proceedings with reference lo the Irish amnesty 
question are the true and genuine offspring of that 'policy of conquest' 
by the fiery denunciation of which Mr. Gladstone ousted his Tory rivais 
from office; 

“that the General Council of the * International Workingmen's Associa 
tion* express their admiration of the spirited, firm and high-soulcd manner 
in which the Irish people carry on their amnesty movement; 

‘‘that these resolutions be communicated lo all branches of, and work- 
ingmen’s bodies connected witli, the 'International Workingmen's Associa- 
tion' in Europe and America.” 

On December 10, 180i), Marx writes that his paper on the 
Irish question to be rend at the Council of the International 
will be framed on the following lines: 

“...quite apart Irom all phrases about ‘inlernalional’ and ‘humane* 
justice for Ireland — which are lo be taken for granted in the Internationat 
Council — it is in the direct and absolute interest of the English working 
class to get rid of their present connection with Ireland, And this is my 
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most complete convict ion, and for reasons which in purt I cannot I ell 
the English workers themselves. For a long time 1 believed that it would 
be possible to overthrow the Irish regime by English w'orking-chiss ascend- 
ancy. I always expressed Ihis point of view in The New York Tribune 
[an American journal lo which Marx contribuled for a long lime]. Deeper 
study has now convinced mo of the opposite. The English w^orking class 
will never accomplish anything before it has got rid of Ireland. . . . English 
reaction in England had its roots ... in the subjugation of Ireland.” (Marx's 
italics.) 

Marx’s policy on ilic Irish question slioiild now be quite 
clear lo the readers. 

Marx, the “utopimi,” was so “iniprarllcar’ that he stood 
for the separation of Ireland, which has not been reali/.ed even 
half a century later. What gave rise to Marx’s policy, and was 
it not a mistake? 

At first Marx Ihoiijjht that Ireland would be liberated not 
by Ibo national inovoinent of the oppressed nation, but by the 
labour movement of il:e oppressing nalion. Mar.x did not 
make an al^solule ot the nalional movement, knowing, as 
he (lid, lhal the viclory ol the working class alone can bring 
about the complete liberation of all nationalities. II is impossible 
to eslimnle beforehand all the possible conrlalions between the 
bourgeois liheralion movements of the oppressed nalions and 
the proletarian emancipation movement of the oppressing 
nation (tin* very problem which today makes the nalional 
queslion in Russia .so difficull). 

However, matters turned out so that the Eiiglislt working 
class fell under the inlluence of the Liberals for a fairly long 
time, became an appendage of the Liberals and by adopling 
a TJberal l^abour policy rendered itself efTete. The bourgeois 
liberalion movcmient in inland grew slrong(T and assumed 
re^'olulionary forms. Marx reconsidered his view and corr^M'ted 
it “How disastrous it is for a nalion when it has subjugated 
anolher nalion.” The English working class will never be free 
until Ireland is freed from the English yoke. Reaction in 
England is strengthened and fostered bv the enslavement of 
Irt'land (just as reaction in Russia is fostered by her en.slave- 
ment of a number of nations!). 

And Marx, in proposing in the International a resolution 
of sympathy with “the Irish nation,” “the Irish people” (the 
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clever L. VI. woTild probably have berated poor Marx for 
forgetting about the class strugglel), advocates the separation 
of Ireland from England, “although after the separation there 
may come federation'' 

What were the theoretical grounds for Marx’s conclusion? 
In linglaiul the bourgeois revolution had been consummated 
long ago. Hut it had not yet been consummated in Ireland; 
it is being consummated now, after the lapse ol half a century, 
by the reforms of the English Liberals. If capitalism had been 
overtlirown in England as (piickly as Marx at first expected, 
there would have been no room for a ^bourgeois-democratic 
and general national movement in Ireland. But since it had 
arisen, Marx advised the English workers to support it, to give 
it a revolutionary impetus and lead it to a final issue in the 
interests of their own liberty. 

The economic ties between Ireland and hhigland in the 
1860\s were, of course, even closer llian Russia’s present lies 
with Poland, the Ukraine, etc. The “impracticability” and 
“impossibility” of the separation of Ireland (if only owing to 
geographical conditions and England’s immense colonial power) 
were quite obvious. While, in principle, an enemy of federalism. 
Marx in this instance agrees also to federation,^ so long as the 
emancipation of Ireland is achieved in a revolutionary and not 
in a reformist way, through Ihe movement of the mass of the 
people of Ireland supported by the working class of England. 
There can be no doubt that only such a solution of the histor- 
ical prol)leni would be in Ihe best interests of the prolelarial and 
most favourable for rapid social development. 


' By the way, il is not ditficuU to see why, Irom a Social-Domocralir 
point of view the right of “self-determination” means neither federation 
nor aiilonoiny. (Allhoiif^li, speaking; in the abstract, both come under 
the category ot “self-delerminalion.”) The right to federation is, in gen- 
eral, an absurdil>, since federation is a two-sided contract. It goes 
without saying that Marxists cannot place the defence of federalism in 
general in their program. As far as autonomy is concerned, Marxists 
defend not “the right to” autonomy but autonomy itself, as a general, 
universal principle of a democratic slate with a mixed national composi- 
tion, with sharp difTcrcnccs in geographical and otlier conditions. Con- 
sequently, the recognition of the “right of nations to autonomy” is as 
absurd as the “right of nations to federation.” 
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Things turned out diirereiilly. Both the Irish people and 
the English proletariat proved to be weak. Only now, through 
the miserable deals between the English Liberals and the 
Irish bourgeoisie, is the Irish problem being solved (the 
example of Ulster shows with what dillicully) through the land 
reform (with comi>ciisatioii) and autonomy (not introduced so 
far). Weil then? Does it follow lliat Marx and Engels ^ere 
“Utopians,” that they advanced “impossible” nalional demands, 
that they allowed themselves to be intluenced by the Irish petty- 
bourgeois nationalists (there is no doubt about the petty-bour- 
geois nature of the Fenian inovemenl), etc.? 

No. In the Irish question too, Marx and Engels pursued a 
consistently proletarian policy, which really ettucaled the mass- 
es in the spirit of democracy and Socialism. Only such a policy 
C(jiildhave saved holh Iveland and England from half a century 
of delay in the introduction of the necessary reforms, and could 
have prevented Ihese reforms from being luulilated by the 
Liberals to please the reactionaries. 

The policy of Marx and Engels in the Irish qiiesthm serves 
as a splendid example (which retains immense practical impor- 
tance to the present lime) of the aililude the proletariat of the 
oppressing nations should adopt towards nalional inovemenls. 
It jserves as a warning against ilial “servile haste” with which 
the Philistines of all counlries, colours and languages liurry lo 
declare ‘'utopian” the idea of changing the Ironliers of stales 
that have Ijceii established hy the violence and privileges of 
the landlords and bourgeoisie of one nation. 

Jf the Irish and English prolelarial had not accepted Marx's 
policy, and had not taken the septfralion of Ireland as their 
slogan, they would have displayed the worst sort of oppor- 
tiinisni; they would have shown that they were oblivious to 
their duties as democrats and Socialists, and would have yielded 
to English reaclion and to the English bourgeoisie. 


February 1914 
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In No. 40 of llic Sotsial-Deniokrat wc reported that the 
coiiforonce of the foreign sections of our Parly had decided 
to defer the qiidKlon of the “United Stales of Europe” slogan 
pending a discussion in the press on the economic side of the 
question. 

The debate on this question at our conference assumed a 
one-sidedly political character. Perhaps this was partly due to 
the fact that the Manifesto of the Central (llommittee directly 
formulated this slogan as a political one (“the immediate 
political slogan . . .” it says there) , and not only did it put 
forward the slogan of a republican United States of Europe, 
hut expressly emp/liasized the point that this slogan would he 
senseless and false “without the revolutionary overthrow ol the 
German, Austrian and Pussian monarchies.” 

It would he absolutely wrong to object to such a presenta- 
tion of the question merely from the standpoint of a political 
estimation of the particular slogan — as for instance, that it 
obscures or weakens, etc., the slogan of a Socialist revolution. 
Political changes of a truly democratic trend, and political 
revolutions all the more, can never under any circumstances 
obscure or weaken the slogan of a Socialist revolution. On the 
contrary, they always bring it nearer, widen the Irasis for it, 
draw new sections of the petty bourgeoisie and the semi- 
proletarian masses into the Socialist struggle. On the other 
liand, political revolutions are inevitable in the course of the 
Socialist revolution, which must not be regarded as a single 
act, but as an epoch of turbulent political ’and economic up- 
heavals of the most acute class struggle, civil war, revolutions 
and counter-revolutions. 
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But while the slogan of a republican United States of 
Europe, placed in conjunction with the revolutionary over- 
throw of the three most reactionary monarchies in Europe, 
headed by the Russian, is quite invulnerable as a political 
slogan, there still remains the highly important question of 
its economic meaning and signilicance. From the standpoint 
of the economic conditions of imperialism — i.e,, export of 
capital and the fact that the world has been divided up among 
the “advanced” and “civilized” colonial powers — a United 
States of Europe, under capitalism, is either impossible or 
reactionary. 

Uapital has become international and monopolistic. The 
world ha.s been divided up among a handful ot great powers, 
i.e., powers successful in the great plunder ahd oppression of 
nations. The four Great Powers of Europe, England, France, 
Russia and Germany,'' with a population ranging from 
2o(),00(),000 to 300,000,000 with an area of about 7,000,000 
square kilometres, possess colonies with a population of almost 
half a billion (404,500,000), with an area of 64,600,000 square 
kilometres, i.e., almost half the surface of the globe (133,000,000 
square kilometres, not including the Arctic region). Add to this 
the three Asiatic states, China, Turkey and Persia, which are 
now being lorn to pieces by the marauders who arc waging a 
“war of liberation,” namely, Japan, Rus.sia, England and 
France. In those three Asiatic slates, which may be called 
semi-colonies (in reality they are now nine-tenths colonies), 
there are 360,000,000 inhabitants and their area is 14,500,000 
s(iuare kilometres (almost one and one-half times the area of 
the whole of Europe). 

Further, England, France and Germany have invested 
capital abroad to the amount of no less than 70,000,000,000 
rubles. The function of securing a “legitimate” profit from 
this tidy sum, a profit exceeding 3,000,000,000 rubles annu- 
ally, is performed by the national committees of millionaires, 
termed governments, which are equipped with armies and 
navies and which “place” the sons and brothers of “Mr. Billion” 
in the colonies and semi-colonies in the capacity of viceroys, 
consuls, ambassadors, officials of all kinds, priests and other 
leeches. 



Thu is how the plunder of about a billion of the earth’s 
population by a handful of Great Powers is organized in 
the epoch of the highest development of capitalism. No 
other organization is possible under capitalism. Give up 
colonics, “spheres of influence,” export of capital? To think 
that this is possible means sinking to the level of some me- 
diocre parson who preaches to the rich every Sunday about 
the lofty principles of Christianity and advises them to give 
to the poor, if not several billions, at least several hundred 
rubles yearly. 

A United States of Europe under capitalism is tantamount 
to an agreement to divide up the colonies. Under capitalism, 
however, no other basis, no other principle of division is 
po.ssible except force. A billionaire cannot share the “national 
income” of a capitalist country with aJiyonc except in propor- 
tion to the capital invested (with an extra bonus thrown in, 
so that the largest capital may receive more than its due). 
Capitalism is private properly in the means of production, and 
anarchy in production. To preach a “just” division of income 
on such a basis is Proudhonism, is stupid philistinism. Division 
cannot take place except in “proportion to strength.” And 
slreuglii changes with the progress of economic development. 
After 1871 Germany grew strong three or four times faster than 
England and France; Japan, about ten times faster than 
Russia. There is and there can be no other way of testing 
the real strength of a capitalist state than that of war. War 
does not contradict the principles of private property — on 
the contrary, it is a direct and inevitable outcome of those 
principles. Under capitalism the even economic growth of 
individual enterprises, or individual states, is impossible. Under 
capitalism, there arc no other means of restoring the period- 
ically disturbed equilibrium than crises in industry and wars 
in politics. 

Of course, temporary agreements between capitalists and 
between the Powers are possible. In this sense a United States 
of Europe is possible as an agreement between the European 
capitalists . . . but what for? Only for the purpose of jointly 
suppressing Socialism in Europe, of jointly protecting colonial 
booty against Japan and America, which feel badly treated by 
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the present division of colonies, and whieh, for the last half 
century, have grown strong inlinilely faster than backward, 
monarchist Europe, wliich is beginning to decay willi age. 
Compared with the United Stales of America, Europe as a 
whole signifies economic stagnation. On tlie present economic 
basis, i.e,, under capitalism, a United States of Europe would 
mean the organization of reaction to retard the more rapid 
development of America. 'Fhe limes when the cau.se of democ- 
racy and Socialism wa.s associateil with Europe alone have 
gon(‘ forever. 

A United States of the World (not ol Europe alone) is the 
state form of national federation and national freedom wliich 
we associate wdth Socialism — until the conijilele victory of 
Communism brings about the total disappearance of the stale, 
including the democratic slate. As a separate slogan, however, 
the slogan of a United Slates of fhe World would hardly be 
a correct one, first, because it merges with Socialism; second, 
because il may be wrongly inlerpreted to mean that the vicloxy 
of Socialism in a single country is impossible, and it may also 
create luiscoiiecptions as to the relations of such a country to 
the others. 

Uneven economic and political development is an absolute 
law' of capitalism. Hence, the vielory ol Socialism is possible 
first in several or even in one capitalist country, taken singly. 
The victorious prolelarial of that comil ry, liaving e.xproprialed 
the capitalists and organized its own Socialist production, 
would stand up agaimt the rest ol llie world, the capitalist 
world, allracling to its cause the oppressed classes of othci 
countries, raising revolts in those countries against the ca])ilal- 
isls, and in the event of nece.ssity coming out even with armed 
iorce against the exploiting cla.sses and llieJr stales. The politi- 
cal form of society in which the proletariat is victorious by 
overthrowing the bourgeoisie, will be a democratic republic, 
which will more and more centralize the forces of the prole- 
tariat of the given nation, or nations, in the struggle against 
the* states that have not yet gone over to Socialism. The aboli- 
tion of classes is impossible wdlhoiit the dictatorship of the 
oppressed class, Ihe proletariat. The free union of nations in 
Socialism is impossible without a more or less prolonged and 
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Stubborn struggle of the Socialist republics against the back- 
ward states. 

It is for these reasons and after repeated debates at the 
conference of the foreign sections of the R.S.D.L.P., and after 
the conference, that the editors ot the Central Organ have come 
to the conclusion that the United States of IDurope slogan is 
incorrect. 

August 1915 



ON DIALECTICS^ 


Tlio division of Ihc one and the cognition ot ils coniradiolory 
parts (see the (piotaliou Ironi Philo on Heraclitus at the begin- 
ning ol i)arl III, “Cognition,” in Lassalle's h(M)k on Heraclitus) 
is the essence (one of the “essentials,” one ot the principal, 
if not the principal, characteristics or features) of dialectics. 
This is precisely how Hegel also puts the matter (Aristotle in 
his Mcfaplujsics continually y rap pies with it and combats 
Heraclitus and Heraclitean ideas). 

The coricctnoss ot this side of the content of dialectics 
must he tested by the history ol science. This side ol dialectics 
as a rule receives inadequate attention {e.g., Plekhanov) ; the 
identity of opposites is taken as the sum total o( exam pies 
(“for e.vample, a seed," “lor example, primitive Communism ” 
Tile same is true ot Engels. But with iiim it is “in the interests 
of populari/ation ...”) ^hd not as a law of knowledge 
(mid as a law of the objective world) : 

In matliematics: + and — . DilTerential and integral. 

In mechanics: action and reaction. 

In physics: positive and negative electricity. 

In chemistry: the combination and dissociation of atoms. 

In social science: the class struggle. 

The identity of opposites (their “unity,” perhaps, would 
be more correct? — although the dilference between the 
terms identity and unity is not particularly important here. 
In a certain sense both are correct) is the recognition (di.scovery) 
of the contradictory, mutually exclusive, opposite tendencies in 

* Notes jotted down by Lenin in one of his Philosophical Notebooks 
following a synopsis of F. Lassalle’s book: “Philosophic non Heruklit des 
Dunkleti aiis Ephesus.” — Ed, 
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all phenomena and processes of nature (including mind and 
society). The condition for the knowledge of all processes of 
the world in their “self -movement," in their spontaneous devel- 
opment, in their real hfe, is the knowledge of them as a unity 
of opposites. Development is the “struggle ’ of opposites. The 
two basic (or two possible? or two historically observable?) 
conceptions of development (evolution) are: development as 
decrease and increase, as repetition, and development as a unity 
ot opposites (the division of the one into mutually exclusive 
opposites and their reciprocal relation). 

In the first conception of motion, s c I /-movement, its 
d r i V i n g force, its source, its motive, remains in the shade 
(or this source is made external — God, subject, etc.). In the 
second conception it is to the knowledge of the source of 
“.s cl /’’-movement that attention is chiefly directed. 

The first conception is lifeless, poor and dry. The second 
is vital. The second alone furnishes the key to the “self- 
movement” of every thmg in existence; it alone furnishes the 
key to the “leaps,” to the “break in continuity,” to the “trans- 
formation into the opposite,” to the destruction of the old and 
the emergence of the new. 

The unity (coincidence, identity, resultant) of opposites is 
conditional, temporary, transitory, relative. The struggle of 
mutually exclusive opposites is absolute, just as development 
and motion are absolute. 

N.B. The distinction between Subjectivism (scepticism, 
sophistry, etc.) and dialectics, incidentally, is that in (objective) 
dialectics the difference betw'een the relative and the absolute 
is itself relative. To objective dialectics there is an absolute 
even within the relative. To subjectivism and sophistry the rel- 
ative is only relative and excludes the absolute. 

In his Capital, Marx first analyses the simplest, most ordi- 
nary, fundamental, most common and everyday relation of 
bourgeois (commodity) society, a relation that is encountered 
billions of times, viz., the exchange of commodities. In this very 
simple phenomenon (in this “cell” of bourgeois society) anal- 
ysis reveals all the contradictions (or the germs of all the 
contradictions) of modern society. The subsequent exposition 
shows us the development (both growth and movement) of 
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these contradictions and of this society in the of its indi- 
vidual parts, Irom its beginning to its end. 

Such must also he the method of exposition (or study) of 
clialeolics in general (for with Marx the dialectics of bourgeois 
society is only a particular case of dialectics). To begin witli 
the simplest, most ordinary, commonest, etc., proposition, any 
proposition: the leaves of a tree arc green; John is a 
man; Fido is a dog, etc. Here already we have dialectics (as 
Hegel’s genius recognized): the singular is the general [<f. 
Aristolle's Metaphysics, translated by Schwegler, Bd. II, S. 10, 
Buch 3, Kapitel IV, 8 und 9: “derm naturlich kaim man nicht 
dcr Meiimng sein, dass es ein Ilaus fa house in general] gehe 
ausser den sichtbaren Hdusern." “of) "(dtp 5) flsttipsv s'i'ial ttva 
oix'S) TOpi tjz xtvy? oixi'a;.”)® Consequently, opposites (the 
singular as opposed to the general) are identical: the singular 
exists only in the connection that leads to the general. The 
general exists only in the singular and through the singular. 
Every singular is (in one way or another) a general. Every 
general is (a fragment, or a side, or the essence of) a singular. 
Everv general only approximately comprises all the singular 
objects. Every singular enters into the general incompletely, 
etc., etc. Eviry singular is connected by thousands of transi- 
tions with other hinds ot singulars (things, phenomena, pro- 
cesses) , etc. II ere already we have the elements, the germs, 
the concepts of ncce$sitg, of objective connection in nature, 
etc Hi're already we have the contingent and the necessary, 
the .appeal ance and the essence; for when we say: John is a 
man, Fido is a dog, this is a leaf of a tree, etc., we disregard 
a number of characteristics as contingent; we separate the 
essence from the appearance, and contrast the one to the 
other. 

Thus m any given proposition we can (and must) reveal as 
in a (“nucleus”) “cell” the germs of all the elements of dia- 
lectics. .and thereby show that dialectics is characteristic of all 
human knowledge in general. And natural science shows us 
(and here again it must be demonstrated in any given simple 

* Sum ~Ed. 

* For, evidently, one cannot hold the opinion that there can be a 
house apart from the visible houses- Frf 
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instance) objective nature with the same qualities, the transfor- 
mation of the singular into the general, of the contingent into 
the necessary, transitions, modulations, and the reciprocal con- 
nection of opposites. Dialectics i s the tlicory of knowledge of 
(Hegel and) Marxism. This is the “side” ol the mailer (it is not 
“a side" but the essence of the matter) to which Plekhanov, 
not to speak of other Marxists, paid no attention. 

4c 4s 

Knowledge is represented in Ihe form of a series of circles 
both by Hegel (see his Logik) and by Ihe modern “epistemolo- 
gisl” of natural science, the eclectic and foe ol* Hegelianism 
(which he did not understand’), Paul Volkinann (see his Er- 
kenntnistheoretische Gnmdziigc der Nnturivisscnschaff)} 

“Circles” in philosophy: (is a chronology ol persons essen- 
tial? Nol) 

Ancient: from Democritus to Plato and the dialectics of 
Heraclitus. 

Renaissance: Descartes versus Gassendi (Spino/a?). 

Modern: Holbach — Hegel (via Berkeley, Hume, Kant). 

I legel — F euerbach — Marx. 

Dialectics as a living, many-sided knowledge (with the num- 
ber of sides eternally increasing) with an infinite number of 
shadings of every sort of approach and approximation to reality 
(with a philosophical system growing into a whole out of each 
shade) — here we have an immeasurably rich content as com- 
pared with “metaphysical” materialism, the fundamental mis- 
fortune of 'W'hich is its inability to apply dialectics to the B/Z- 
dertheorie,^ to the process and development of knowledge. 

Philosophical idealism is only nonsense from the standpoint 
of crude, simple, metaphysical materialism. On the other 
hand, from the standpoint of dialectical materialism, philosoph- 
ical idealism is a one-sided, exaggerated, uberschwengliches^ 
(Dietzgen) development (inflation, distention) of one of the fea- 


1 Epistemotoqicnl Foundations of Natural Science. — Ed 

2 liicory of reflfclion . — Ed 
2 Extreme . — Ed 
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lures, sides, facets of knowledge into an absolute, divorced from 
matter, from nature, apotheosized. Idealism is clericalism. True 

' But philosophical idealism is (“m ore correctly” 
and "in nd ditto n") a road to clericalism 
. . 'through one of the shades of the infi- 

^ nitely complex knowledge (dialectical) of man. 

Human knowledge is not (or docs not follow) a straight 
line, but a curve, which endlessly approximates to a series of 
circles, a spiral. Each fragment, segment, section of this curve 
can be transformed (transformed one-sidedly) into an independ- 
ent, complete, straight line, which tlicn (if one docs not see the 
wood for the trees) leads into the quagmire, into clericalism 
(where H h r e i n [ o r c e d hy the class interests of the ruling 
classes). Bcclilinearity and one-.sidcdncss, stillness and petrifi- 
cation. subjectivism and subjective blindness — voild^ the episte- 
mological roots of idealism. And clericalism (---philosophical 
idealism) , of course, has epistemological roots, it is not ground- 
less; it is a sterile flower undoubtediy, but it is a sterile flower 
that grows on the living tree of living, iertile, genuine, power- 
ful, omnipotent, objective, absolute human. knowledge. 

1915 or 1916 


N. B: 
this 


There you havt* - fCtI 



THE SOCIALIST REVOLUTION AND THE RIGHT 
OF NATIONS TO SELF-DETERMINATION 

(Excerpt) 


5. MARXISM AND PROUDIIONISM ON THE NATIONAL 

QUESTION 

In contrast to ttie pctty-bourgcois democrats, Marx regarded 
every democratic demand without exception not as an absolute, 
but as an historical expression of the struggle of the masses of 
tlie people, led by the bourgeoisie, against feudalism. There is 
not one of these demands which could not serve and has not 
served, under certain circumstances, as an instrument of the 
bourgeoisie for deceiving the workers. To single out in this 
respect one of tlie demands of political democracy, namely, the 
self-determination of nations, and to oppose it to all the rest 
is fundamentally wrong in theory. In practice, the proletariat 
can retain its independence only by subordinating its struggle 
for all the democratic demands, not excluding the demand for 
a republic, to its revolutionary struggle for the overthrow ot 
the bourgeoisie. 

On the other baud, in contrast to the Proiidhonists who 
“denied’’ the national problem “in the name of social revolu- 
tion,’’ Marx, mindful most of all the interests of the class 
struggle of the proletariat in the advanced countries, put in the 
foreground the fundamental principle of internationalism and 
Socialism, viz., that no nation can be free if it oppresses other 
nations. It was trom the standpoint of the interests of the rev- 
olutionary movement of the German workers that Marx in 
1848 demanded that victorious democracy in Germany should 
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proclaim and grant freedom to the nations oppressed by the 
Germans. It was from the standpoint of the revolutionary 
struggle of the English workers that Marx in 1869 demanded 
the separation of Ireland from England, and added: “although 
after the separation there may come federation.” Only by put- 
ting forward this demand did Marx really educate the Englisli 
workers in the spirit of internationalism. Only in this way was 
he able to set up the revolutionary solution of the given histor- 
ical task against the opportunists and bourgeois reformism, 
which even now, half a century later, ha.s failed to achieve the 
Irish “reform.” Only in this way was Marx able — unlike the 
apologists of capital, who shout that the right of small nation® 
to secession is utopian and impossible and that not only econom- 
ic but also political concentration is progressive — to urge the 
progressive nature of this concentration in a non-imperialist 
mannei*, to urge the association of nations not by force, but by 
a free union of the proletarians of aW countries. Only in this 
way was Marx able also in the spliere of the settlement of 
national questions to advocate the revolutionary action of the 
masses in opposition to tlie merely verbal, and often hypocrit- 
ical, recognition of the equality and self-determination of 
nations. The imperialist war of 191‘1-16, and the Augean stables 
of hypocrisy of the opportunists and Kautskyists it has exposed, 
have .strikingly confirmed the correctness of Marx’s ])olicy, 
which .should serve as a model for all advanced countries; for 
all of them are now oppres.sin^ foreign nations.* 


March 101 ft 


^ Reference is often made— e.g., recently by the German chauvinist 
Lcnsch in Die Glocke, Nos. 8 and 9— to the fact that Marx’s objection to 
llie national movement of certain peoples, e.g., the Czechs in 1848, refules 
the necessity of recognizing the self-determination of nations from the 
standpoint of Marxism. But this is incorrect, for in 1848 there were his- 
torical and political grounds for drawing a distinction l)el\veen “reac- 
iionary” and revolutionary-democratic nations. Marx was right when he 
condemned the former and defended the latter. The right lu self-determi- 
nation is one of the demands of democracy, which rnusl •naturally be 
subordinated to the general interests of democracy. In 1848 and subse- 
quent years those general interests consisted primarily in combating 
tsarism. 



THE DISCUSSION OF SELF DETERMINATION 
SUMMED UP 

(Excerpt) 


7. MARXISM OR PROUDIIONISM? 

Quite as an exception, our Polish comrades parry our refer- 
ence to Marx’s altitude towards llu' sepai’ation of Ireland not 
by inference but directly. What is their ohjcclion? References 
to the position Marx held from 1848 to 1871, they say, are “not 
of the slightest value.” The argument advanced in support of 
this unusually irate and positive assertion is that Marx “at one 
and the .same time” expressed opposition to the strivings for 
independence of the ‘‘Czechs, South Slavs, etc.” 

The argument is so very irate because it is .so very unsound. 
According to the Polish Marxists. Marx was simply a muddle- 
head who ‘‘at one and the same time” said contradictory things! 
'Phis is altogether untrue, and it is altogether un-Marxist. The 
“concrete” analysis upon which our Polish comrades insist, 
but do not themselves apply, ofcliges us to investigate whether 
the different attitudes Marx adopted towards different concrete 
“national” movements did not spring from one and the same 
Socialist philosophy. 

As is generally known, Marx was in favour of Polish in- 
dependence in the interests of European democracy in its 
struggle against the power and influence — we may say, against 
the omnipotence and predominating reactionary influence — of 
tsarism. That this attitude was correct was most clearly and 
practically demonstrated in 1849, when the Russian serf army 
crushed the national liberation and revolutionary-democratic 
rebellion in Hungary., From that time unliTMarx’s death, and 
even later, until 1890, when there was a danger that tsarism. 
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allied with France, would wage a reactionary war against a 
non-imperialist and nationally independent Germany, Engels 
stood first and foremost for a struggle against tsarism. It was 
for this reason, and exclusively for this reason, that Mafx and 
Engels were opposed to the national movement of the Czechs 
and South Slavs. A simple comparison with what Marx and 
Engels wrote in 1848 and 1849 will prove to any one who is 
iniercslod in Marxism not just in order to brush Marxism aside, 
that Marx and Engels at that time drew a clear and definite 
distinction between “whole reactionary peoples’’ serving as 
Russian outposts’’ in Europe, and “revolulionary peoples,” 
namely, the Germans, Poles and Magyars. This is a fact. And 
this fact was indicated at the time with incontrovertible truth: 
in 1848 revolulionary peoples fought for liberty, the princi||^l 
enemj’ of which was tsarism, whereas the Czechs, etc., were 
really reactionary nations, outposts of tsarism. 

What is the lesson lo be drawn from this conrretc example, 
which must he analysed concretelif if one wishes to be true to 
Marxism? Only this: 1) fhal the interests of the liberation of a 
number ol big and very big nations in Europe stand higher 
than the interests of the moxement for liberation of small na- 
tions; 2) that a democratic demand must not be considered in 
isolation but on a European — today w’e should say a world — 
scale. 

Nothing more. Tliere is not a hint in this of repudiation of 
the elementary Socialist principle which the Poles are forget- 
ting but to which Marx was always faithful, namely, that no 
nation can be free if it oppresses other nations. If the concrete 
situation which confronted Marx in the period when tsarist in- 
fluence was predominant in international politics were to re- 
peat itself, for instance, in such a form that a numlier of na- 
tions were to start a Socialist revolution (as a bourgeois- 
democratic revolution was started in Europe in 1848), while 
other nations serve as the chief bulwarks of bourgeois reaction — 
then we would have lo be in favour of a revolutionary war 
against the latter, in favour of “crushing” them, in favour of 
destroying all their outposts, no matter what small national 
movements arose there. Consequently, far from rejecting exam- 
ples of MaiTk’s tactics - this would mean professing Marxism in 
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words while discarding it in practice — we must analyse them 
concretely and draw invaluable lessons from them for the future. 
The various demands of democracy, including self-determina- 
tion, are nol al)soliite, but a small part of the general demo- 
cratic (now: general Socialist) world movement. In individual 
concrete cases, the part may contradict the whole; if so, it must 
be rejected. It is possible that the republican movement in one 
country may be merely an instrument of the clerical or finan- 
cial-monarchical intrigues of other countries; if so, we must not 
support this particular, concrete movement. But it would be 
ridiculous on these grounds to delete the demand for a re- 
public from the program of international Social-Democracy, 
In what way has the concrete situation changed from 
1848-71 to 1898-1916 (I take the most important landmarks of 
imf)erialism as a period; from the Spanish-Amcrican imperialist 
war to the European imperialist war) ? Tsarism has obviously 
and incontrovertibly ceased to be the chief mainstay of reac- 
tion, firstly, because it is supported by international finance 
capital, particularly French, secondly, because of 1905. At tliat 
lime the system of big national states- -the democracies of 
Europe — was conferring democracy and Socialism on the world 
in spile of tsarism.^ Marx and Engels did not live to see the 
period of imperialism. At the present time a system of a hand- 
ful of imperialist “Great” Powers (five or six in number) has 
come into being, each o*’ which oppresses other nations; and 
this oppression is one of the sources of the artificial retarda- 
tion of the collapse of capitalism, of the artificial support of 
opportunism and social-chauvinism in the imperialist nations 
which dominate the world. At that time West European de- 
mocracy. which was liberating the big nations, was opposed 

^ Ryiizaiiov published in (iruiiheif»\ Archives of the Histonj of 6’o- 
cidUsm flOlO Ij ii vorv iiilcrosling arlielo by Engels on the Polish question 
written in 1866. Engels emphasizes that it is necessary for the proletariat 
to recognize the political independence and “self-determination” (“right 
to dispose of itself”! of Ihe gieat, major nations of Europe and points 
to the absurdjl> of the “principle of nationalities” (particularly in its 
Bonaparlist'applicalion), f.e., of levelling any small nation with these big 
ones. “Rnssia,” says Engels, “possesses an enormous^ amount of stolen 
property” (i.e., oppressed nations) “which she will have to return on the 
day of reckoning.” Both Ronapartlsm and tsarism utilize the small na- 
tional movements for Iheir own benefit, against European democracy. 
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to tsarism, which was using certain small national movements 
for reactionary ends. At the present time an alliance between 
tsarist imperialism and advanced capitalist, brnropcan imperial- 
ism, based on their general oppression of a number of nations, 
confronts the Socialist proletariat, which is split into chauvin- 
ists and “social-imperialists,” on the one hand, and revolution- 
aries on the other. 

Such are the concrete changes that have taken place in the 
.situation, and it is just llie.se that the Polish Social-Democrats 
ignore, in spite of their promise to be concrete! Hence tlie con- 
crete change in the application of the unchanged Socialist prin- 
ciples: at that time the main thing was to be "agaimt l.sarisni” 
(and against certain small national movements that were being 
iilili/.ed by it for anti-deinocratic ends), and for the big flS- 
tional, revolutionary 'jieoples of the West; at the present time 
the main thing is to be against the united, sfraightened-out 
front of the imperialist powers, of the imperialist bourgeoisie, 
of the social-imperialists, and [or utilizing all national move- 
ments against imperialism for the purposes of the Socialist rev- 
olution. The purer the proletarian struggle against the general 
imperialist front now becomes, the more urgent, obviously, be- 
comes the internationalist principle: “No nation can he free 
if it oppresses other nations.” 

In the name of a doctrinaire conception of the social rev- 
olulion, the Proudhonists ignored the international role of Po- 
land and brushed the national movements aside. Equally doc- 
trinaire is the attitude of the Polish Social-Democrats, since they 
break the international front of the struggle against the social- 
iinperiahsts, (objectively) helping the latter by their vacilla- 
tions on the question of annexations. For it is precisely the in- 
ternational front of the proletarian struggle that has changed 
in relation to the concrete position of the small nations: at 
that time (1848-71) the small nations were important as the 
potential allies cither of “Western democracy” and the revolu- 
tionary nations or of tsarism; at the present time (1898-1914) 
the small nations have lost this importance; their importance 
now is that they are one of the sources fostering the parasitism 
and, consequently, the social-imperialism of the “ruling na- 
tions.” Tlie important thing is not whether one-fiftieth or one- 



hundredth of the small nations will be liberated before the So* 
cialist revolution, but the fact that in the epoch of imperialism, 
owing to oi)jcctive causes, the proletariat bas been split into 
two international camps, one of wiiich has been corrupted by 
the crumbs that fall Irom the table of the bourgeoisie of the 
ruling nations — obtained, among other things, Iroin the two- 
fold or IJircofold exploitation of sinalj nations — while the other 
cannot liberate itself without liberating the small nations, 
without educating the musses in an anti-chauvinist, i.e., anti- 
unnexationist, i.e., ‘•self-dctcrminationisl” spirit. 

This, the most important aspect ol the question, is ignored 
by our Polish comrades, who do not vi'*w things from the cen- 
tral position in the epoch of imperialism, from tlie standpoini 
tiat Ihe inlernalional prolelariat is divided into two camps 

Here are other concrete examples of their Proudhonism. 
1) their attitude to the Irisli rebellion of 191(5, oi which we 
shall speak taler; 2) the declaration in the theses (II, 3, at the 
end of § 3) that the slogan of Socialist revolution ‘‘must not 
be covered up by anything.” To think that Ihe slogan of So- 
cialist revolution can be “covered up” by combining it with 
a consistently revolutionary position on all questions, includ- 
ing the national question, is certainly profoundly anti-Marxist. 

The PolLsh Social-Democrats consider that our program is 
a “national-reformist” program. Compare the two practical 
proposals: 1) for autonomy (Polish theses. 111, 4), and 2) for 
freedom of secession. It is here, and here alone, that our pro- 
grams differ I And is it not evident that the first proposal is re- 
lormist and not the second? A reformist change is one w-hich 
leaves the foundations of the power of the ruling class intact 
and which is merely a concession by the ruling class that leaves 
its power unimpaired. A revolutionary change undermines the 
foundations of power. A reformist change in Ihe national pro- 
gram does not abolish all privileges of the ruling nation; it doe> 
not establish complete equality; it does not abolish national op- 
pression in all Us forms. An “autonomous” nation docs not en- 
joy equal rights with the “ruling” nation; our Polish comrades 
could not have failed to notice this had they not obstinately 
avoided (like our old “Economist”) an analysis of political con- 
cepts and categories. Until 1905 autonomous Norw'ay, as a part 
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of Sweden, enjoyed the widest autonomy, but it did not enjoy 
eciualily willi Sweden. Only by its free secession was its equal- 
ity manitested in practice and proved (and let us add in pa- 
rentheses that it was precisely this free secession that created the 
basis for a more intimate and democratic friendship founded 
on equality of rights). As long as Norway was merely auton- 
umoiis, the Swedish aristocracy had one additional privilege; 
and this privilege was not “mitigated" by secession (the essence 
of reiormism lies in mitigating an evil and not in destroying 
it), but entircig removed (the principal criterion of the revolu- 
tionary character ol a program). 

lie it noted, in passing, that autonomy as a retorm differs 
in principle Irom freedom of secession as a revolutionary meas- 
ure. This goes without saying. But as everyone knows, in prate- 
lice a reform is oflen, merely a step towards revolution, It b 
precisely autonomy vvhich enables a nation forcibly retained 
within the boundaries oi a given stale to constitute itself com- 
pletely ns a nation, to gather, to a.scerlain and organize ils 
forces, and to select the most opportune moment for a declara- 
tion ... in tlic “Norwegian” spirit: We. the autonomous parlia- 
ment of such and such a nation, or of such and such a ter- 
ritory, declare that the Emperor of all I he Russians has ceased 
lo be King of Poland, etc. To this it is usually ‘’objected” that 
such (|uestions are decided by wars and not by declarations. 
True: in the vast majority of cases they are decided by wars 
(just as the question of the forms of government of big states 
in the vast majority of cases is decided only by wars and i ev- 
olutions). However, it would do no harm to reflect: is such an 
“objection” lo the political program of a revolutionary parly 
logical? Are we opposed to wars and revolutions on behalf of 
what is just and beneficial for the proletariat, on behedf of de- 
mocracy and Socialism? 

“But we cannot be in favour of a war between great na- 
tions, in favour of the slaughter of twenty million people for 
the sake of the problematical liberation of a small nation with 
a population of perhaps ten or twenty millions I” No, of course 
we cannot 1 But not because we throw out of our program com- 
plete national equality, but because the interests of the de- 
mocracy of one country must be subordinated lo the interests of 
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the democracy of several and ol all countries. Let us assume 
that between two great monarcliies there is a little monarchy 
whose kinglet is “hound” by blood and other ties to the mon- 
archs of both neighbouring countries. Let us further assume 
that the declaration of a republic in the little country and the 
expulsion of its monarch would in practice lead to a war be- 
tween the two neiglibouring great nations for the restoration 
of some monarch or other in the little country. There is no 
doubt that in this case all international Social-Democracy, as 
well as the really internationalist section of Social-Democracy 
in the little country, would be opposed to substituting a re 
public for the monarchy. The substitution ol a republic for a 
monarchy is not an absolute, buf one of the democratic do- 
inauds, a demand subordinated to the interests of democracy 
(and still more, of course, to the interests of the Socialist pro- 
letariat) as a W'hole. In all probability a case like this would 
iiol give ri.se to the slightest disagreement between .Social 
Democrats in any country. Hut if any Social-Democrat were to 
propose on these grounds that the demand for a republic be 
deleted altogether from the program of international Social-De- 
mocracy, he would certainly be looked upon as insane He 
would be told that the elementary logical difference between 
the particular and the general must not be forgotten. 

Ttiis example brings us, from a somew’hat different angle, to 
the question of tlic internationalist education of the working 
class. Can such education - about the necessity and urgent im- 
portance of which diffirenccs of opinion among tlic Zimmer- 
wald T.efls’ are inconceivable — ^be concretely identical in great, 
oppressing nations and in small, oppressed nations, in annexing 
nations and in annexed nations? 

Obviously not. The way to the one goal — to complete 
equality, to the closest intimacy and the subsequent amal- 
gamation of all nations — obviously proceeds here by different 
routes in each concrete case; in the same way, let us say, as 
the route to a point in the middle of a given page lies towards 

1 Zimmerwald Lefts — the Left group formed by Lcniti at the First 
International Conference of Internationalists convened in September 1915, 
at Zimmerwald. The Zimmerwald Lefts united the revolutionary elements 
in the international .Socialist movement. — Ed. 
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the left from one edge and towards the right from the opposite 
edge. If a Social-Democrat belonging to a great, oppressing, an- 
nexing nation, while advocating the amalgamation of nations 
in general, were to forget even for one moment that “his ’ 
Nicholas If, “his” Wilhelm, George, Poiiicar^, etc., also stands 
for amalgamation with small nations (by means of annexa- 
tions) — Nicholas II being for “amalgamation*’ with Galicia, 
Wilhelm II for “amalgamation” with Belgium, etc. — such a So- 
ciabDcmocrat would be a ridiculous doctrinaire in theory and 
an abettor of imperialism iu practice. 

The weight of emphasis in the inlernalionalist education of 
the workers of the oppressing countries must necessarily con- 
sist ill advocating and urging them to demand freedom of 
secession for oppressed countries. Without this there can be 
no internationalism. It is our right and duty to treat every So- 
cial-Democrat of an oppressing nation who fails to conduct 
such propaganda as an imperialist and a scoundrel. This is an 
absolute demand, even if the chance of secession being possibte 
and “feasible’’ before the inlrodliclion of Socialism be only one 
in a Ibousand. 

It is our duly to educate tlie workers to l>e ‘‘iudiirerent*’ to 
national dislinciioiis. There is no doulit about that. But not to 
be indiirereiil in the spirit of the aniwxatioiusts. A member of 
an oppressing nalioii must be “iiidilVerei»t“ to whether smalt 
nations lielong to his stale or to a neighbouring slate or to 
themselves, according to where their syinjiathies lie; if he is 
not “iiulitrerent*’ in this way he is not a Social-Democrat. 
To be an inlernalionalist Social-Democrat one must not lliin!. 
only of one's own nation, but must place the interests of all 
nations, their general liberty and equality, abooe one's oiva 
nalion, hi “theory” everyone agrees with this, hut in practice 
an annexationist iiidilTerence is disi>lay(Ml. Herein lies the root 
of the evil. 

On the olher hand, a Social-Democrat heloiiging to a small 
nation must emphasize in his agilalioii on llu' second 
word in our general formula: “voluntary union' of na- 
tions. He may, without violating his duties as an interna- 
tionalist, be in favour either of the political independence of 
his nation or of its inclusion in a neighbouring stale X, Y, Z, etc. 
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But in all cases he must tight against small-nation narrow-mind- 
edness, insularity and aloofness, he must fight for the recogni- 
tion of the whole and the general, for the subordination of the 
interests ol tiie particular to the interests of the general. 

People wlio have not gone thoroughly into the question 
think that there is a ‘'contradiction” in Social-Democrats of 
oppressing nations insisting on ‘‘freedom of secession," while 
Soeiul-Democrats of oppressed nations insist on “freedom of 
union." However, a little reflection will show that there is 
not, nor can there be, any other road leading from the given 
situation to internationalism and the amalgamation of uation.> 
an> other road to this goat. - . . 


9. ENGELS' LETTER TO KAUTSKY 

In his pamphlet Socialism and Colonial Politics (Berlin,. 
1907) Kautsky, who was tlieu still a Marxist, published a letter 
written to him by Engels, dated September 12. 1882, which is 
extremely interesting in relation to the question under discus- 
sion. Here is the principal part of that letter: 

. . In my opinion the colonies proper, i.e., the countries 
occupied by a European populalioji, Canada, the Gape, Austra- 
lia, will all become independent; on the other hand, the coun- 
tries inhabited by a native population, which are simply sub- 
jugated, India, Algiers, the Dutch, Portuguese and Spanish 
possessions, must be taken over for the time being by the pro- 
letariat and led as rapidly as possible towards independence. 
How this process will develop it is dilficult to say. India will 
perhaps, indeed very probably, make a revolution, and as the 
proletariat emancipating itself cannot conduct any colonial wars, 
this would have to be given full scope; this, of course, would 
not pass ofT without all sorts of destruction, but that sort of 
thing is inseparable from all revolutions. The same might also 
lake place elsewhere, e.g., in Algiers and Egypt, and would cer- 
tainly be the best thing for us. We shall have enough to do at 
home. Once Europe is reorganized, and North America, that 
will furnish such colossal power and such an example that the 
semi-civilized countries will follow in their wake of tlieir own 
accc.rd. Ivconomic needs alone will be responsible for this. But 
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as to what social and political phases these countries will then 
have to pass through before they likewise arrive at Socialist 
organization, w^e today can only advance rather idle hypoth- 
eses, I think. One thing alone is certain: the victorious pro- 
letariat can force no blessings of any kind upon any foreign 
nation without undermining its own victory by so doing. 
Which, of course, by no means excludes defensive wars of 
various kinds. , . 

lingels by no means supposes lhal “economics” will of it- 
self and directly remove all dilticiillies. An economic revolu- 
tion will be a stimulus to all peoples to teiul towards Socialism; 
but at the same lime revolulions — against the Socialist stale— 
and wars are possible. Polilics will inevitably adapt ilsell lo 
economics, but not immediately and smoothly, not simply, not 
directly. b]ngels mentions as “certain'’ only one, absolutely in- 
ternationalist, principle, which he applies to all “loreign na* 
tions,” I.C., not to colonial nations only, namely: to force bless- 
ings upon them would mean lo undermine the victory ol the 
proletariat. 

The proletariat will not become holy and immune from cr 
rors and weaknesses merely by virtue of tlie tact that it ha^ 
carried out the social revolution. Ihit possible errors (and 
sellish interest- attempts to ride on the back of others) will 
inevitably cause it lo appreciate this truth. 

Wo LeJl Zimmer waldisls are all convinced of what Kaiit- 
sky, lor example, was convinced ol before his desertion in 191 1 
from Marxism to the defence of chauvinism, namely, that llnr 
Socialist revolution is quite possible in tlie very near luturc - 
“any day,” as Kautsky himself once pul it. National antipathies 
wnll not disappear so quickly: the haired- -and perfectly legit- 
imate hatreil — of an oppressed nation for its o])pressor will 
continue for a while; it will' evaiiorate only after tlie victory of 
Socialism and after the linal establishment of completely demo- 
cratic relations l)etween nations. If we desire lo be faitlifut 
to Socialism wc must educate the masses in internationalisnt 
now, which is impossible in oppressing iialion*^ wilhoul preach- 
mg freedom ol secession tor ojipressed nations. 

.\iitumn, 1916 


* 20 * 



IMPEKIALISM AND HIE SPLIT IN SOCIALISM 


Is llicre any connection between imperialism and that 
monstrous and dis|;;iistin}' victory wliicii opportunism (in the 
form of social-chauvinism) has gained over the labour move- 
ment in I'iurope? 

This is the fundamental question of niodtM'n Socialism. And 
having in our Party literature fully established, first, the im- 
perialist character of our epoch and of llie present war, and, 
second, the inseparable hi.sforlcal conneclion between social- 
chauvinism and opporliini-siii, as well as tlie iiHriiisic simiUuiiy 
of their political ideology, we can and must proceed to analyse 
this fundamental question. 

We must begin with as preci.se and full a definition of im- 
perialism as possible. Imperialism is a specific hislorical stage of 
capitalism. Its specilic character is threefold; imperialism is 
1) monopoly capitalism; 2) para.silic, or decaying capitalism; 
3) moribund caiiitalisni. The substitution of monopoly for free 
competition is the fundamental economic feature, the qninles- 
xenre of imperialism. M(mopoly manifests itself in five prin- 
cipal forms: 1) cartels, .syndicates and trusts — ^Ihc concentration 
of production has reached a stage which gives rise to these 
monopoli.stic combinations of capit.alists; 2) the monopolistic 
po.sition of the big bank.s — three, four or five gigantic banks 
manipulate the whole economic life of America. France, Ger- 
many: .“l) sidzure of the sources of rmv material by the trusts 
and the financial oligarchy (finance capital is monopolistic in- 
dustrial capital merged with bank capital)-; 4) the (economic) 
partition of the svorld by the international cartels has begun. 
,Such international cartels, which command the entire world 
market and divide it “amicably” among themselves — until war 
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re-divides il — already number over one hundred] The export 
of capital, a lii^'hly characteristic phenomenon distinct from 
the export of commodities under non-monopoly capitalism, is 
closely connected with the economic and forritorial-polilical 
partition of the world; 5) the territorial partition of the world 
(colonies) is completed. 

Imperialism, as the highest stage of capitalism in America 
and liurope, and later in Asia, fully developed in the period 
18U8-1914: the Siiauish-American War (1898), the Anglo-lfoer 
War (1900-02), the Russo-Japanese War (1904-05) and the 
economic crisis in Kuroiie in 1900 ar'‘ tlie thief hislorical 
landmarks in the new era of world history. 

The fact that imperialism is parasitic or dec.iying capilali.sm 
is manifested first of all in the tendency to decay characlerislie 
of coenj monopoly under the .system of private ownership oi 
the means of production. The dUrerence belween the demo- 
cratic rcpiihlican and the reactionary monarchist imperiahsl 
bourgeoisie is obliterated precisely becan.sc they are both rot- 
ting alive (which by no means precludes an extraordinarily 
rtipid (ICVClopilieilt of cai>ilntisin in iiulividuul branches of in- 
dustry, in individual countries, and in individual periods). Sec- 
ondly, the decay of cajiilalism Is maiiife.sted in the creation of 
a huge stratum of rentiers, capitalists who live by “clipping 
coupons.” In each of the four leading imperialist countries— 
liinglaml, U.S.A., France and (lermany — capital in .securities 
amounts to one hundred or one hundred fifty billion francs, 
from which each country derives an annual income of no le.ss 
than live to eight billions. Thirdly, capital export is jiarasilism 
raised to the second power. Fourthly, “finance capital tends 
towards domination, not towards freedom.” Political reaction 
all alontj the line is a concomitant of imperialism, ('.orrujition. 
bribery on a huge scale, and gigantic frauds of all kinds. 
Fifthly, the exploitation of oppressed nations that is inseparably 
connected with annexations, and especially the exjiloitalion of 
colonies by a handfid of “Great” Powers, transforms the “civ- 
ilized” world more and more into a parasite on the body of 
hundreds of millions of uncivilize<l people. The Roman pro- 
letarian lived at the expense of society. Modern society live.s 
at the expen.se of the modern proletarian. Marx specially 
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.stressed this profound (ibservation of Sismondi. Imperialism 
somewhat changes the situation. A privileged upper stratum 
of the proletariat in the imperialist countries lives partly at 
the exiK*nse of hundreds of millions of members of uncivilized 
nations. 

11 is clear why imperialism is moribund capitalism, capital- 
ism in transition to Socialism; monopoly, which grows out of 
capitalism, is already capitalism dying out, the beginning of ils 
transition to Socialism. The Iremendous socialization of labour 
by imperialism (what the apologists — the bourgeois econo- 
mists — call “interlocking”) means the same thing. 

Advancing this definition of imperialism brings us into com- 
plete contradiction to K. Kautskv, who refuses to regard im- 
perialism as a “phase of capitalism.” and who defines imperial- 
ism a.s the policy “preferred” by finance Capilal, as a tendency 
on the part of “industrial"’ countries to annex “agrarian’’ coun- 
tries.* Kautsky's definition is thoroughly false from the theoret- 
ical standpoint. What distinguishes imperialism is the rule not 
of industrial cajiilal but of linance capital, the striving to an- 
nex not agrarian countries particularly, but coery kind of coun- 
try. Kautsky divorces imperialist politics from imperialist eco 
iiomics. he divorces monopoly in politics from monopoly in 
economics in order to pave the way for his vulgar bourgeois 
reformism, such as “di'-armainent,” “ullra-iniperialism” and 
-.imilar nonsense. The aim and object of this theoretical falsity 
»s to gloss over the most profound contradictions of imperial- 
ism and thus to justify the theory of “unity” with the apologists 
of imiierialism, the frank social-chauvinists and opportunists. 

We have dealt at sufficient length with Kaut.sky’s rupture 
with Marxism on this point in the Sotsial-Demokrat and the 
Kommunist. Our RiLssian Kautskyans, the supporters of the 
Organization Committee,* headed by Axelrod and Spectator, 
including even Martov, and to a large degree Trotsky, pre- 

* ‘•Imperialism is the product of highly developed industrial capital- 
^^sm. It consists in the tendency of every industrial capitalist nation 
to subjugate and annex ever larger agrarian territories, irrespective 
of the nations that populate tliem"’ (Kautsky in-JVeae Zeit, Seplembcr 
Jl. 1914). 

* The reference here is to the directing body of the so-called August 
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ferred tacitly to ignore the question of Kaulskyisui as a trend. 
They did not dare defend what Kautsky had written during the 
war and confined themselves either to simply praising Kautsky 
(Axelrod in his German pamphlet, which ;he Organizati m 
Committee has promised to publish in Russian) or to quoting 
private letters of Kautsky (Spectator), in which he asserts tint 
he belongs to the opposition and jesuitically tries to nullify his 
chauvinist declarations. * 

It should be noted tliat Kautsky’s “conception” of imperial- 
ism — which is tantamoimt to embellishing imperialism— is a 
retrogression not only compared with llilfei ding's Finance 
Capital (no matter how assiduously Ililferding now defen(ts 
Kautsky and “unity’’ with the social-chauvinists!) but also com- 
pared with the social-liberal, J. A. Hobson. This English (‘coiio- 
mist, who in no way clayiis to be a Marxist, much more pro- 
foundly defines imporialisin aitd reveals its contradictions in 
his work of 1902.* This is what this writer (in whose book 
nearly all Kautsky's pacirist and “conciliatory ’ banalities may 
be found) wrote on the highly important question of the para- 
sitic nature of imperialism; 

In Hobson’s opinion, two sets of circumstances weakened 
the power of the old empires; 1) “economic parasitism, ’ and 
2) formation of armies from dependent peoples. “The first 
mentioned circumstance is; the habit of economic parJsitrim, 
by which the ruling slate lias used its provinces, colonies, and 
<lependencies in order to enrich its riding class and to bribe 
its lower classes into acquiescence.” 

Concerning the second circumstance, Hobson writes; 

“One of the strangest symptoms of the blindness of im- 
perialism [this song about the “blindness” of imperialists comes 
more appropriately from the social-liberal Hobson than from 
the “Marxist” Kautsky] is the reckless indifference with which 
Great Britain, France and other imperialist nations are embarking 
on this perilous dependence. Great Britain has gone farthest. 
Most of the fighting by which we have won our Indian Empire 
has been done by natives; in India, as more recently in Egypt, 

Bloc of anli-Bolshcvik groups and trends organized by i- I’rolsky in 
August 1912 which fought against Lenin. — Ed. 

> J. A. Hobson. Imperialism, London, 1902. 
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groat standing armii-s arc placed under British command- 
ers; almost all the lighting associated with our Atrican 
dominions, excepl in the southern part, has been done for us 
by natives." 

The prospect of the partition of China elicited from Hobson 
the lollowing economic appraisal: ‘‘The greater part of Western, 
liurope might then assume the appearance and character already 
e.\hibitcd by tracts of country in the South of England, in the 
Ri»iera, and in the tourist-ridden or residential parls of Italy 
and Switzerland, little clusters of w’ealthy aristocrats drawing 
<iiviflcnd«> and pensions from the Far East, with a .somewhat 
larger group of professional retainers and tradesmen and a 
largo body ol personal servants and workers in the lran.sport 
trade and in the final stages of production of more perishable 
goods: all the main arterial industries would have disappeared, 
Ihe staple foods and manufactures flowing in as a tribute ironi 
Asia and Africa. . . . We have foreshadowed the possibility of 
evoji a larger alliance of Western States, a liluropian federation 
ol Great Powers whicli, so tar from forwarding the cause of 
world civilization, migJit introduce Ihe gigantic peril of a West- 
ern parasitism, a group of advanced industrial nations, whose 
upper cla.s.ses drew vast tribute from Asia and Africa, willi 
which Ihey .supporled great tame masses of relainers, no liongcr 
cMigaged in the staple industries of agriculture and manufae- 
fiire, but kej)t in ll’e performance of personal or minor in 
duslrinl services under tlie control of a new tiuancial aristoc- 
racy. Let Ihoso who would scout such a theory [he should 
have said: prospect] as undeserving of consideration, examine 
the economic and social conditions of districts in Southern 
England today which are already reduced to this condition, and 
reflect upon the vast extension of such a .system which might 
he rendered feasible by the subjection of China to the economic 
control ol similar groups of financiers, investors, and poliliral 
and busiiiess officials, draining the greatest potential reservoir 
of profit Ihe world has ever known, in order to consume it in 
Europe- Tlie situation is far too complex, the play of world 
lorces far too incalculable, to render thi.s. or any other singh* 
interpretation of the future very probable: but the influences 
which govern Ihe imperialism ot Western Europe today are 
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moving in this direciion, and, unless coimleracled or divci led, 
make towards some such consummation.” 

Hobson, the social-liberal, fails to sec that this “counter* 
action” can be olFered only by the revolutionary prolclarial 
and onhj in the form of a social revolution, tint then he is a 
social-liberal I Nevertheless, as early as 1902 he had ex. •cl- 
ient insight inio the meaning and signiticance of a “United 
Slates of Europe” (be it said for the benefit of Trotsky the 
Kautskyan!) and of all that is now being glossed aver liy the 
hijpocritical Knutskgans of various countries namely, fha' the 
opportunists (Social-chauvinists) are working hand in hand 
with the imperialist bourgeobic precUelg towards rreating an 
imperialist Europe on the backs of Asia and Africa, and that 
objectively the opportunists are a section of the petty bourgeoi- 
sie and ol certain stri\la of the working class who have been 
bribed out of imperialist super-profits and converted into 
watchdogs of capitalism and corrupters of the labour movement. 

We have repeatedly pointed, both in articles and in Ifie res- 
olutions of our Parly, to this most profound connection, the 
economic connection, between the imperialist bourgeoisie and 
the opportunism which is now victorious (will it be for long?) 
in the labour movement. It is from this, incidentally, that we 
drew the conclii.sion that a .split with the social-chauvinists was 
inevitable. Our Kautskyans preferred to evade the questioni 
Martov, for instance, uttered in his lectures a sophistry which 
in the Bulletin of the Foreign Secretariat of the Organisation 
{.ommiltee (No. 4, .\pril 10, 1916) is expressed in the follow- 
ing way: 

“. . . The cause of revolutionary Social-Democracy would 
be in a sad, e\en a hopi’less plight if those groups of workers 
who in mental development approach most closely to the ‘in- 
telligentsia' and the more highly skilled groups of workers 
latally drifted away from it towards opportunism...” 

By means of the silly “fatally” and a certain sleight-of- 
hand, the fact that certain groups of workers have already 
drifted away to opportunism and to the imperialist bourgeoisie 
is evaded] And all that the sophists of the O.C. want is to evade 
this factl They confine lhem.selvcs to that “official optimism” 
which the Kautskyan Hilferding and many others flaunt at the 
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present time: objective conditions guarantee the unity of the 
proletariat and the victory of the revolutionary tendency I We 
are “optimists” with regard to the proletariat! 

But as a mailer of fact all these KautskVans — Hilferding, 
the O.C.-isls, Martov and Co.— are optimists . . . with regard 
to opportunism. That is the whole point! 

The proletariat is the child of capitalism — of world capital- 
ism, and not only of European capitalism, not only of imperial- 
ist capitalism. On a world scale, fifty years sooner or fifty 
years later — from the standpoint of tlie world scale the ques- 
tion is a minor one — the “proletariat” of course “will he” 
united, and revolutionary Social-Democracy will “inevitably” 
be victorious within it. But this is not the point, Messrs, the 
Kautskyans. The point is that at the present time, in the im- 
perialist countries of Europe, you are fawning on llic oppor- 
tunists, who are alien to the proletariat as a class, who are the 
servanl.s, the agents and the vehicles of the influence of the 
bourgeoisie, and unless the labour movement rids itself of them, 
it will remain a bourgeois labour movement. Your advocacy 
of “unity” with the opportunisl.s, with the Legiens and Davids, 
the Plokhanovs, the Chkhenkelis and Potresovs, etc., is, objec- 
tively, a defence of the enslavement of the workers by the im- 
perialist bourgeoisie with the aid of its best agents in the labour 
movement. The victory of revolutionary Social-Democracy on 
a world scale is ab.solutely inevitable, only it is moving and will 
move, is proceeding and will proceed, against you, it will be a 
victory over you. 

These tw’o tendencies, one might even say two parties, in 
the present-day labour movement, which in 1914-16 so obvi- 
ously parted ways all over the world, were traced by Engels 
and Marx in England throughout the course of many decades, 
roughly from 1858 to 1892. 

Neither Marx nor Engels lived to see the imperialist epoch 
of world capitalism, which began not earlier than 1898-1900. 
But it has been a peculiar feature of Englknd that even in the 
■middle of the nineteenth century she already fevealed at least 
iwo highly outstanding characteristics of imperialism: 1) vast 
colonics, and 2) monopoly profit (due to her monopolistic po- 
sition in the world market). In both respects England at that 
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time was an exception among capitalist countries, and Marx 
and Engels, analysing this exception, quite clearly and definitely 
indicated its connection with the (temporary) victory of op- 
portunism in the English labour movement. 

In a letter to Marx dated October 7, 1858, Engels wrote: 

. . The English proletariat is becoming more and more bour- 
geois, so that this most bourgeois of all nations is apparently 
aiming ultimately at the possession of a bourgeois aristocracy 
and a bourgeois proletariat as well as a bourgeoisie. For a na- 
tion which exploits the whole world this is of course to a cer- 
tain extent justifiable.”^ In a letter to Sorgo dated September 2t, 
1872, Engels Tiiforms him that Hales kicked up a big row in 
the Federal Council of the International and secured a vote of 
censure on Marx for .saying that “‘the English labour leaders 
had sold themselves.” Marx wrote to Sorge on August 4, 1871: 
"\s to the urban workihrs here (in England), it is a pily tiuit 
the whole pack of leaders did not gel into parliament. This 
would be the surest way of getting rid of llic whole lot.” in 
a letter to Marx dated Augu-sl 11, 1881, Engels speaks about 
■'those very worst English ones [trade unions] which allow 
themselves to be led by men .sold to, or at least paid by the 
bourgeoisie.” In a letter to Kautsky, dated September 12, 1882, 
Engels wrote: ‘‘You ask me what the English workers think 
about colonial policy. Well, exactly the same as they think 
about politics in general. There is no workers’ parly here, there 
are only Conservatives and Liberal-Radicals, and the workers 
gaily share the feast of England’s monopoly of the world 
market and the colonies.”* 

On December 7, 1889, Engels wrote to Sorge: “llie most 
rcpidsive thing here [in England] is the bourgeois ‘respectabil- 
ity’ which has grown deep into the bones of the workers 

Even Tom Mann, whom I regard as the finest of them all, is fond 
of mentioning that he will be lunching with the Lord Mayor. 
If one compares this with the French, one can see what a rev- 

> Marx-Engels Selected Correspondence, pp. 115-16.— /id. 

* Ibid,, p. 399. I/eain quotes this Idler from Kautsky’s SociedUmand 
Colonial Policy, where Kautsky makes a deliberate omission. In the 
original letter Engels wrote: “the same as they think about politics in 
general: the same as what the bourgeois think.” The words here italicized 
were omitted by Kautsky.— Ed. 
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olution is good for alter In a letter dated April 19, 1890: 
“J3ut iindt^r the surface the movement [of the working class in 
England] is going on, it is seizing ever wider sections of the 
workers and mostly just among the hitherto stagnant lowest 
[Engels’ italics] masses, and the day is no longer far off when 
this mass will suddenly find itself, when the fact that it is this 

colossal self-impelled mass will dawn upon it On 

March 4, 1891: “The failure of the collapsed Dockers’ Union; 
the old conservative trade unions, rich and therefore cowardly, 
remain alone on the field ” September 14, 1891: at the New- 

castle Trade Union Congress the old unionists, opponents of the 
<‘ighl-hour day, were defeated and “the bourgeois papers rec- 
ognize the defeat of the bourgeois labour pnrty*'^ [Engels’ italics 
throughout] .... 

That these ideas, which were repeated by Engels over tin 
course of decades, were also expressed by him publicly, in the 
press, is proven by his preface to the second edition of The 
Condition of the Working Class in England, 1892. Here be 
speaks of an “aristocracy in the working class,’’ of a “privileged 
minority of the workers,’’ in contradistinction to the “broad 
masses of the workers.” “A small, privileged, protected minor- 
ity” of the working class alone was “permanently benefited” 
by the pri\ileged position of England in 1848-08, whereas “the 
great bulk of them experienced at best luit a temporary ini- 
ju’oveinenl.” “With the breakdown of that [England's in- 
duslrial] monopoly, the EngHsh working class will lose that 

ju'ivileged i)osiiion ” The members of the “New Unionism," 

the unions of the unskilled workers, “had this immense ad- 
vantage, that their minds were virgin soil, entirely free from 
the inherited ‘respectable' bourgeois prejudices which hampered 

the brains of the better situated ‘old' Unionists ” “ITie 

so-called labour representatives [in England] are those who arc 
forgiven for belonging to the working class because they are 
themselves ready to drown this quality in the ocean of their 
liberalism. . . 

We have deliberately quoted the direct stalemenls of Marx 


1 Ibid., p. 4f,l. Ed, 

2 Ibid., p. 468. Ed. 
* Ibid, p. 488- Fd. 
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and Kiigels at rather great length in order that the reader may 
study them as a whole. And they must be studied, tl\ey arc 
worth pondering over. For tliey arc tJie pivot of the tactics in 
the labour movement that are dictated by the objective condi- 
tions of the imperialist epoch. 

Here, too, Kautsky has already atlcmpted to ‘‘fog tlic issue'’ 
and to substitute for Marxism a sentimental spirit of concilia- 
tion with the opportunists. Arguing against the avowed and 
naive social-imperialists (like Lensch) who juslify Germany’s 
parlicipation in the war as a means of destroying England's 
monopoly, Kautsky "corrects'* this obvious falsehood by an- 
other equally obvious falsehood. Instead of a cynical falsehood 
he emplojs a suave falsehood! The industrial monopoly of 
England, he says, has long ago btnm broken, ha.s long ago been 
destroyed, and there is nothing left to destroy. 

Why is this argument false? 

liecause, firstly, it overlooks England's colonial monopoly. 
Yet Engels, as we have seen, pointed to this very clearly a.s 
early as 1882, thirly-loiir years ago! Although England's in- 
duslrial monopoly may luive been destroyed, her cotouiai 
monopoly not only remains, but has become e.xtreaiely accen- 
tuated, for the whole world is already divided up! By means 
ol this suave lie Kautsky smuggles in the bourgeois-pacilisl 
and opporlunisl-plulistiiic idea that “there is nothing to fight 
aoout.” On the contrary, not only have the capitalists some- 
thing lo light about now, but they cannot help lighting if they 
want to preserve caiiitalisin, lor without a forcible redivision 
of colonies the nea> imperialist counfries cannot obtain the priv- 
ileges eiijoyed by the older (and less powerful) imperialist 
powers. 

.Secondly, why does England's monopoly explain the (tem- 
porary) victory of opportuni.sm in l'"nglandV Because monopoly 
yields super-profits, i.e., a surplus of profits o\er and above 
the capitalist profits that are normal and customary all over the 
world. The capitalists can devote a part (and not a small one, 
at that!) of these super-profits lo bribe their own w’orkers, tiT 
(reate something like an alliance (remember the famous '‘al- 
liances” of the EnglLsh trade unions with their employers de- 
scribed by the Webbs) between the workers of a given nation 
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and their capitalists against the other countries. England’s in- 
dustrial monopoly was already destroyed by the end of the 
nineteenth century. This is beyond dispute. But how did this 
destruction lake place? Was it in such a "way that all monopoly 
disappeared? 

If this were so, Kautsky’s “theory” of conciliation (with the 
opportunists) would to a certain extent be justified. But as a 
matter of fact it is not so. Imperialism is monopoly capitalism. 
Every cartel, trust, syndicate, every giant bank is a monopoly. 
Super-profits have not disappeared; they still remain. The ex- 
ploitation of all other countries by one privileged, financially 
wealthy country remains aiid has become more intense. A 
handful of wealthy countries — there are only four of them, if 
we mean independent, really gigantic, “modern” wealth: Eng- 
land, France, the United Stales and Germany — have developed 
monopoly to vast proportions, they obtain super -profits ainount- 
iiu' to hundreds of millions, if not billions, they “ride on the 
hacks” of hundreds and hundreds of millions of people in othei 
countries and fight among themselves for the division of the 
particularly rich, particularly fat and particularly easy spoils. 

I'his m fact is the economic and political essence of im- 
perialism, the profound contradictions of which Kautsky cov- 
ers up instead of exposing. 

The bourgeoisie of an imperiali.st “Great” Power can 
economically bribe the upper strata of “its” workers by devoting 
a hundred million francs a year or so to this purpose, for its 
siipcr-profils most likely amount to about a billion. And how 
this little sop is distrilmted among the labour ministers, “la- 
bour representatives” (remember Engels’ splendid analysis 
of this term), labour members of War Induslry Committees, 
labour officials, workers belonging to the narrow craft unions, 
office emidoyees, etc., etc., is a secondary question. 

Between 1848 and 1868, and to a certain extent even later. 
England alone enjoyed a monopoly: that is why opportunism 
could prevail in England for decades. There were no other 
countries possessing either very rich colonies or an industrial 
monopoly. 

The last tliird of the nineteenth century was marked by the 
transition to the new imperialist epoch. Monopoly is enjoyed 
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by the finance capital not of one, but of several, though very 
few, Great Powers. (In Japan and Russia the monopoly of mil- 
itary power, vast territories, or special facilities for robbing 
minority nationalities, China, etc., partly supplements, partly 
takes the place of the monopoly of modern up-to-date finance 
capital.) This dill'erence explains why England’s monopolistic 
position could remain unchallenged for decades. The monopoly 
of modern finance capital is being frantically challenged; the 
epoch ot imperialist wars has begun. Formerly the working 
class of one country could he bribed and corrupted for decades. 
Now this is improbable, if not impossible. But on the other 
hand, everg imperialist “Great” Power can and does bribe. 
smaller (compared with 1848-08 in England) strata of the “la- 
bour aristocracy.” Formerly a “bourgeois labour party," to use 
Engels’ remarkably profound exjiression, could be formed 
only in one country, Itecaikse it alone enjoyed u monopoly, but 
could be formed for a long lime. Now a “bourgeois labour 
party" is inevitable and typical in all imperialist countries; but 
in view of the desperate struggle they are waging for tlie divi- 
sion of spoils, it is improbable that such a parly can prevail for 
long in a number of countries. For the trusts, the financial 
oligarchy, high prices, etc., while fjermittihg the bribery of a 
handful of people in the upper layers, are increasingly oppress- 
ing, crushing, ruining and torturing the mass of the proletariat 
and the semi -proletariat. 

On the one hand, there is the tendency of the bourgeoisie 
and the opporluni.st.s to convert a handful of very rich and priv- 
ileged nations into “eternal” parasites on the body of the rest 
oi mankind, to “rest on the laurels” of the exploitation of 
Negroes, Hindus, etc., keeping them in subjection with the aid 
of the excellent technique of extermination provided by mod(*j-n 
militarism. On the other hand, there is the tendency of the 
masses, who are more oppressed than ever and who bear the 
whole brunt of imperialist wars, to cast off this yoke and to 
overthrow the bourgeoisie. It is in the struggle between these 
two tendencies that the history of the labour movement will 
inevitably develop from now on. For the first tendency is not 
accidental, but “based” on economics. Tlie bourgeoisie has al- 
ready begotten, fostered and secured for it.seli “bourgeois la- 



320 


V. 1. L E M H 


hour parties" of social-chauvinists in all countries. The difl’er- 
•ence between a definitely formed party, like that of Bissolati 
in Italy, for example, a parly that is fully social-imperialist, and 
let us say, the semi-formed party of the Potresovs, Gvozdevs, 
Bulkins, (’dikheidzes, Skobelevs, and Co which is nearly a 
party, is an immaterial difference. The important thing is that 
the economic desertion of a stratum of the labour aristocracy 
to the bourgeoisie has matured and become an accomplished 
tact; and this economic fact, this shifting of the relations be- 
iwec'n classes, will find political form, m one shape or another, 
without any parliciilar “labour.” 

On tlie econonuc basis referred to, the political institutions 
of mod(‘ru capitalism— press, parliament, trade unions, con- 
gresses, etc. — have created liolitical privileges and sops for the 
respectful, meek, reformist and patriotic office employees an<i 
workers corresponding to Ihe economic privileges and sops. 
Lucrative and soft jobs in tlie Cabinet or on the War Industry 
'Comiuiltco. in Parliament and on diverse committees, on the 
I'dilorial slaiVs of “respectable,” legally publLslied newspapers 
•or on tile management councils oi no less respectable and 
“bourgeois law-abiding” trade unions— ‘these are the hails 
l)y wliich the imperialist bourgeoisie attracts and rewards 
the representatives and adherents of the “bourgeois labour 
parties.” 

The mechanics of political democracy work in the same 
direction. Molliing in our times can be done williout elections; 
nothing can be done without the masses. And in tliis era ol 
printing and parliamentarism it is impossible to gain the fol- 
lowing of the masses witliout a widely-ramified, .systematically- 
managed, well-equipped system of flattery, lies, fraud. Juggling 
with popular catchwords and promising reforms and blessings 
to the workers right and left — as long as they renounce the 
revolutionary struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. 

T would call this system Lloyd-Georgeism, after the name of one 
of the foremost and most dexterous representatives of this sys- 
1( ni in the classic land of the “bourgeois labour party,” the Eng- 
lish Minister, Lloyd George. A first-class bourgeois man-of- 
affairs, an astute politician, a popular orator who will deliver 
.any speeches you like, even r-r-revolutionary ones, to- a la- 
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hour audienco, and a man who is capable of obtaining fairly 
large-sized sops for tlie obedient workers in the shape of so- 
cial retorins (insurance, etc.), Lloyd George serves the bour- 
geoisie splendidly,^ and serves it precisely among the workers, 
brings its influence precisely to the proletariat, to the place 
wliere it i^ most needed and where it is most difiicult lo capture 
Hie masses morally. 

Viid is there sucii a great dilference between Lloyd George 
and liie Scheidemaniis, Legiens, Hendersons and ilyndmans, 
Plekhanovs. Renaudels and Co? Of the latter, it may be ob- 
jected, some will return to the revolutionary Socialism of Marx. 
This is possible, but it is an insignificant difference in degree, 
if the question is regarded from its political, i.e., its mass as- 
pect. Certain individuals among the present-day social-chau- 
vinist leaders may return lo the proletariat. But the social- 
chain iiiisl or (what is \he same thing) opportunist tendency 
can neither disappear nor “return” lo the revolutionary pro- 
letariat. Wherever Marxism is popular among the workers, 
this political tendency, this ‘‘bourgeois labour parly,” will 
swear liy the name of Marx. It cannot be prohibited from doing 
this, just as a trading iirm cannot be prohibited irom using any 
particular label, sign, or advertisement. It has always been 
the ease in history that after the death of revolutionary leaders 
who were popular among the oppressed classes, their enemies 
have attempted lo appropriate their names so as to deceive the 
oppressed classes. 

The fact is that “bourgeois labour parlies,” as a political 
phenomenon, have already been formed in all the foremost 
capitalist countries, and that unless a determined and ruthless 
struggle is waged all along the line against these parties — or 
group.9, tendencies, etc., it is all the same — there can be no ques- 
tion of a struggle against imperialism, or of Marxism, or of 
a Socialist labour movement. The Chkheidze fraction,^ Nashe 

^ 1 recently read in an Engii.sh magazine an article by a Tory, a 
political opponent of Lloyd George, entitled “Lloyd George from the 
standpoint of a Tory.” The war opened the eyes of this opponent and 
made him realize what an excellent servant of the bourgeoisie this Lloyd 
George is I The Tqries have made peace with him! 

* The reference is to the group of Menshevik deputies in the Fourth 
State Duma headed b> Chkheidze. — Ed, 
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Dgelo and Golos Trmla, in Russia, and Hie O.C.-ists abroad are 
nothing but varieties of one such party. There is not tlie slight- 
est reason for tliinking that these parties will disappear before 
the social revolution. On the contrary, the nearer the revolution 
approaches, the more strongly it flares up and the more sudden 
and violent the transitions and leaps in its progress, the 
greater will be the part played in the labour movement by the 
struggle of the revolutionary mass stream against the opportun- 
ist petty-bourgeois stream. Kaiitskyism is not an independent 
current, because it has no hold either on the masses or on the 
privileged stratum which lias deserted to the bourgeoisie. But 
the danger of Kautskyism lies in the fact that, utilizing the 
ideology of the past, it endeavours to reconcile the proletariat 
to the “bourgeois labour party,” to preserve the unity of the 
proletariat with that party and thereby enhance Ihe prestige 
of the latter. The ina.sscs no longer follow the lead of the 
avowed social-chauvinists; Lloyd George has been hissed down 
at workers’ meelings in England; Hyndman has resigned Irom 
the Party; the Renaudels and Scheidemanns, the Potresovs and 
Gvozdevs are protected by the police. The masked defence of 
the social-chauvinists by the Kautskyans is much more dan- 
gerous. 

One of the most commtin sophistries of Kautsky is it.s ref- 
erence to the “masses.” We do not waiil, they say, to break 
away from the masses and mass organizations! But just think 
how Engels put the question. In the nineteenth century ihe 
“mass organizations” of the English trade unions were on the 
side of the bourgeois labour party. Marx and Engels did not 
reconcile themselves to it on this ground, but exposed it. They 
did not forget, firstly, that the trade union organizations di- 
rectly embraced a minority of the proletariat. In England 
then, as in Germany now, not more than one-fifth of the pro- 
letariat was organized. It cannot be seriously thought that it is 
possible to organize the majority of the proletariat under capi- 
talism. Secondly — ^and this is the main point — it is not so 
much a question of the size of an organization, as of the real, 
the objective meaning of its policy: does .this policy represent 
the masses, does it serve the masses, i. e„ does it aim at the 
liberation of the masses from capitalism, or does it represent 
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the interests of the minority, of the minority’s reconciliation 
with capitalism? The latter was true of England in the nine- 
teenth century, and it is true of Germany, etc., now. 

Engels draws a distinction between the “bourgeois labour 
party” of the old trade imions, the privileged minority, and 
the "lowest mass,’’ the real majority, and he appeals to the 
latter who arc not infected by “bourgeois respectability.” This 
is the essence of Marxist tactics! 

We cannot — nor can anybody dsc-— calculate what portion 
of the proletariat is following and will follow the social-chau- 
vinists and opportunists. This will be revealed only by the 
struggle, it will be definitely decided only by the Socialist rev- 
olution. But we know for certain that the “defenders of the 
fatherland” in the imperialist war represent only a minority. 
And it is therefore our duty, if we wish to remain Socialists, 
to go down lower and deeper, to the real ma.sscs. This is the 
whole meaning and the whole content of, the struggle against 
opportunism. By e.\po.sing the fact that the opportunists and 
.social-chauvinists arc in reality betraying and selling the inter- 
ests of the masses, that they are defending the temiiorary priv- 
ileges of a minority of the workers, that they are the vehicles 
of bourgeois ideas and influences, that they arc really allies and 
agents of the bourgeoisie, we teach the masses to realize their 
true political interests, to fight for Socialism and for the revolu- 
tion through all the long and painful vicis.situdcs of imperialist 
wars and imperialist armistices. 

The only Marxist line in the world labour movement is to 
explain to the masses the inevitability and necessity of breaking 
with opportunism, to educate them for revolution by waging 
a merciless struggle against opportunism, to utilize the experi- 
ences of the war for the purpose of exposing all the vileness of 
national-liberal labour politic-s, and not of concealing it. 

In the next article, we shall attempt to sum up the prin- 
cipal features that distinguish this line from Kautskyism. 

Autumn, 1918 
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THE WAR PROGRAM OF THE PROLETARIAN 
REVOLUTION 

(Excerpt) 


In Holland, Scandinavia and Swilzerland, vuices are heard 
among the revolutionary Social-Democrats — who are combat- 
ing the social-chauvinist lies about “defence of the fatherland” 
in the present imperialist war — ^in tavour of substituting tor 
the old point in the Social-Democratic minimum program: 
“militia, or the armed nation,’* a new one: “disarmament.” The 
Jugendintermtionalc (The Youth International) has inaugu- 
rated a discussion on this question and has published in No. •i 
an editorial article in favour of disarmament. In R. Grimm's 
latest theses, we regret to note, there is also a concession to 
the “disarmament” idea. Discussions have been started in the 
periodicals Neues Leben and Vorbote. 

Let us examine the position of the advocates of disarma- 
ment. 

I 

The mam argument is that the demand for disarmament is 
tlie clearest, most decisive, most CKisistent expression of the 
struggle against all militarism and against all war. 

But this main argument is precisely the principal error of 
the advocates of disarmament. .Socialists cannot, without ceas- 
ing to be Socialists, be opposed to all war. 

In the first place. Socialists have never been, nor can they 
be, opposed to revolutionary wars. The bourgeoisie of the im- 
perialist “Great” Powers has become thoroughly reactionary, 
and w'e regard the war which this bourgeoisie is now waging 
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as a reactionary, slaveowners’ and criminal war. But what 
about a war against this bourgeoisie? For example, a war tor 
liberation waged by people who are oppressed by and depend- 
ent upon this bourgeoisie, or by colonial peoples, for their in- 
dependence? In the theses of the Internationale group,' in § 5. 
we read: “In the era of this unbridled imperialism tliere can 
be no more national wars of any kind.'’ This is obviou.sly 
wrong. 

The history of the Twentieth Century, this century of “un- 
bridled imperialism,’’ is replete with colonial wars. But what 
we Europeans, the imperialist oppressors of the majority of the 
peoples of the world, with our habitual, de-spicable European 
chauvinism, call “colonial wars’’ are often national wars, or 
national rebellions of those oppressed peoples. One of the main 
features of imperialism is that it accelerates the development of 
capitalism in the most backward countries, and thereby extends 
and intensities the struggle against national oppression. This 
is a fact. It inevitably follows from this that imperialism must 
often give rise to national wars. Junius,^ who in her pamphlet 
defends the above-quoted “theses,” says that in the imperialist 
epoch every national war against one of the imperialist Great 
Powers leads to the intervention of another competing imperial- 
ist Great Power and thus, every national war is converted into 
an imperialist war. But this argument is also wrong. This mag 
ha[)pen, but it does not always happen. Many colonial wars 
in the period between 1900 and 1914 did not follow this road. 
•Vnd it would be simply ridiculous if we declared, for instance, 
that after the present war, if it ends in the extreme exliaustion 
of all the belligerents, “there can be no” national, progressive, 
revolutionary wars “whatever,” waged, say, by China in 
alliance with India, Persia, Siam, etc., against the Great 
Powers. 

* The Internationale group (or Spartacus League) — a group of Left- 
wing revolutionary German Social-Democrats formed at the beginning 
of the First World War (1914-18). The leadership of the group included 
Karl Licbknecbl, Rosa Luxemburg, Franz Mehring, Klara Zetkin and oth- 
ers. The Internationale group merged with the German C.oinmunist Party 
on its foundation, constituting its main corcj — Ed. 

8 Junius — nom do plume of Rosa Luxemburg (see footnote to p. 278) 
-Ed. 
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To deny all possibility of national wars under imperialism 
is wrong in theory, obviously mistaken liistorically, and in 
practice is tantamount to European chauvinism: we ^who be- 
long to nations that oppress hundreds of millions of people in 
Europe, Atrica, Asia, etc., must tell the oppressed peopl&s that 
it is “impossible” for them to wage war against “our” nations! 

Secondly, civil wars are also wars. Anyone who recognizes 
tlic class struggle cannot fail to recognize civil wars, which in 
every class society are the naturat, and under certain conditions, 
inevitable continuation, development and intensifleation of the 
class struggle. All the great revolutions prove this. To repudiate 
civil war, or to forget about it. would mean sinking into ex- 
treme opportunism and renouncing the Socialist revolution. 

Thirdly, Ihe vi<‘tory of Socialism in one country does not 
at one stroke eliminate all war in general. On the contrary, it 
presupposes such W’ars. The development of capitalism pro- 
ceeds extremely unevenly in the various countries. It cannot 
be otherwise under the commodity production system. From 
this it follows irrefutably that Socialism cannot achieve victory 
simultaneously in all countries. It will achieve victory first in 
one or several countries, while the others will remain bour- 
g(K>is or pre-bourgeois for some time. This must not only create 
Iriction. but a direct .striving on the part ot the bourgeoisie 
of other countries to enush the victorious proletariat ot 
tlie .Socialist country. In such cases a war on our part would 
be a legitimate and just war. It would be a war for Socialism, 
lor tlie liberation of other nations from the bourgeoisie. Engels 
was perfectly right when, in his letter to Kautsky Septem- 
ber 12, 1882, he openly admitted that it was possible for al- 
ready victorious Socialism to wage “defensive wars.” What 
he had in mind was defence of the victorious proletariat against 
the bourgeoisie of other countries. 

Only after w'e have overthrown, finally vanquished, and ex- 
propriated ihe bourgeoisie of the whole world, and not only 
of one country, will wars become impossible. And from a sci- 
entific point of view it would be utterly wrong and utterly un- 
revolutionary for us to evade or gloss over the most important 
tiling, namely, that the most difficult task, tfie one demanding 
tlie greatest amount of fighting in the transition to Socialism, 
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is to crush the resistance of the bourgeoisie. “Social” parsons 
and opportunists are always ready to dream about the future 
peaceful Socialism; but the very thing that distinguishes them 
Irom revolutionary Social-Democrats is tliat they refuse to think 
about and reflect on the fierce class struggle and class wars that 
are necessary for the achievement of this beautiful future. 

We must not allow ourselves to be led astray by words. The 
term "defence ot the latherland,” for instance, is hateful to 
many, liccaiise the avowed opportunists and the Kautskyites 
use it to cover up and gloss ovei the lies of the bourgeoisie in 
tlie present predatory war. This is a fact. It does not follow 
from this, however, that we must forget to ponder over the 
meaning of political .slogans. 'Recognizing “defence of the 
fatlierland” in the present war is nothing more nor less than 
recognizing it as a “just” war, a war in the interests of the pro- 
letariat; nothing more nor less, because inva.sions may occur in 
anv war. It would lie siiufily foolish lo repudiate “defence of the 
latherland” on the part of the oppressed nations in their wars 
against fhe imperialist Gn'at Powers, or on tlie part of a vic- 
torious proletariat in its war against some Galliffet* of a bour- 
geois state. 

Theoretically, it vvould be quite wrong to forget that every 
war is hut the continuation of politics by other means* the 
present imperialist war is the continuation of the imperialist 
{)olilics of two groups of Great Powers, and these politics were 
engendered and fostered by the sum total of the relationships 
of the imperialist epoch. But this very epoch must also neces- 
sarily engender and foster the politics of struggle against na- 
tional oppression and the politics of the proletarian struggle 
against the bourgeoisie, and therefore, also the possibility and 
the inevitability, first, of revolutionary national rebellions and 
wars; second, of proletarian wars and rebellions against the 
bourgeoisie; and. third, of a combination of both kinds of rev- 
olutionary w'ar. etc. 

Vutumn. IftIR 

1 ii.A.A. (le Oalliffet (1»30-15»09' —French general, notorious for his 
ruthless treatment of the French Communards in 1871. Minister of War 
in 1899-1900 in the Walderk -Rousseau goTernmenl — F.d. 



THE TASKS OF THE PROLETARIAT IN OPR 
REVOLUTION 

DRAFT OF A PUTFORM FOR THE PROLETARIAN PARTT 
( Excerpt) 


A SCIENTIFICALLY SOUND NAME FOR OUR PARTY THAT 
WILL POLITICALLY HELP TO CLARIFY PROLETARIAN 
CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS 

19. 1 now come lo the last point, the name of our Parly. 
We must call ourselves a Communist Party — just as Marx and 
Engels called themselves. 

We must repeat that we are Marxists and that we take as 
our basis the Communist Manifesto, which has been perverted 
and betrayed by the Social-Democrats on two main points: 
1) the workers have no country; “defence of the fatherland” 
in an imperialist war is a betrayal of Socialism; and 2) the 
Marxist doctrine of the slate whioh has been perverted by the 
Second International. 

The term “Social-Democracy” is scientifically incorrect, as 
Marx frequently pointed out, in particular, in the Critique of 
the Gotha Program in 1875, and as Engels reaffirmed In a more 
popular form in 1894. From capitalism mankind can pass directly 
only to Socialism, i.e., to the social ownership of the means of 
production and the distribution of products according to the 
amount of work performed by each individual. Our Parly looks 
farther ahead: Socialism is bound to pass gradually into Com- 
munism, upon the banner of which is inscribed the motto, 
“From each according to his ability, to each according to 
his needs.” 

That is my first argument. 
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Here is Ihe second: the second part ol the name of our 
Party (Soc\a\~I)emocrats) is also scientifically incorrect. De- 
mocracy is one of Ihe forms of the state, whereas we Marxists 
are opposed to all and every kind of state. 

'I'he leaders of the Second International (1889-1914), Messrs. 
Plekhanov, Kautsky and their like, have vulgarized and per- 
verted Marxism. 

The dillerencc between Marxism and anarchism is that 
Marxism recognizes the necessity of the state for the purpose 
of the trausiliuii to Socialism: but (and here is where we differ 
from Kautsky and Co.) not a state of the type of the usual 
parliamentary, bourgeois, democratic ri'public. but a stale like 
the Paris Commune of 1871 and the Soviets of Workers' Dep- 
uties of 1905 and 1917. 

My third argument: the course of events, the revolution, 
has already actually cstViblished in our country, althmigli in a 
weak and embryonic form, precisely this new type ol "slate,"’ 
which is not a state in the proper sense oi the word. 

This is already u matter of Ihe practical action ot tite 
masses, and not merely of theories of the leaders. 

The state in die proper sense of the terra is the po\ser ex- 
erci.sed over the ma.s.si's by detachments of armed men sepa- 
rated from the people. 

Our new state, now in process of being born, is also a stale, 
for we too need detachments of armed men: we loo need the 
strictest order, and must ruthlessly and forcildy crush all at- 
tempts at either a t.sarist or a Guchkov'-bourgeois counter-rev 
olution. 

But our new state, non> in process of being born, is ^jo 
longer a slate in the proper sense of the term, for in many 
parts of Russia these detachments of armed men are th»‘ 
masses themselves, Ihe entire (leople, and not merely prii ileged 
individuals, placed above and separated from the people and 
in praclice not subject to recall. 

1 A. L Guchkov (1862-1936) — prominent iTprrscn1aii\e of the reac- 
tionary circles of the big Russian bourgeoisie and founder oi the Union 
ot OctolxT Seventeenth (see footnote to p. 207 1 . After the February Rev- 
olution in 1917 held office as Army and Naval Ministtr in the first 
Provisional Government . — Ed 



3311 


V. I. LENIN 


We must look forward, and not backward to the usual 
bourgeois type ol democracy, which consolidated the rule ot 
the bourgeoisie witli the aid of the old, monarchist organs of 
government — the police, the army and the bureaucracy. 

We must look forward to the new democracy which is ir 
process ol being born, and which is already ceasing to be a 
democracy. For democracy means the rule of the people, 
whereas the armed people cannot rule over themselves. 

Tlie term democracy is not only scientifically incorrect 
when applied to a Communist Party; it has now, since March 
1917, simply become a blinker covering the eyes of the revolu- 
tionary people and preventing them from boldly and freely, on 
their own initiative, building up the new: the Soviets of Work- 
ers’, Peasants', and all other Depulies, as the sole power in the 
“stale” and as the harbing(‘r of the ‘withering away” ot thr 
slate in every form. 

My luiirlh urgumoiit: we must reckon with the actual situa- 
tion in which Socialism finds itself internationally. 

It is not what it was during the years 1871 to 1914, when 
."Sfarx anti bjigels con.sciou.sly reconciled themselves to the 
inaccurate, opportunist term “Social-Democracy.” For in 
those days, after the defeat of the Paris Commune, history de- 
mantied slow organizational and educational work. Nothing else 
was possible. The Anarchists were then (as they are now) fun- 
damentally wrong not only theoretically, but also economically 
and politically. The Anarchists wrongly estimated the character 
of tlie limes, for they did not understand the world situation: 
the worker of England corrupted by imperialist profits, the 
Commune defeated in Paris, the recent (1871) triumph of the 
bourgeois national movement in Germany, the age-long sleep 
of semi-feudal Russia. 

Mar.K and Engels gauged the times accurately; they under- 
stood the international situation; they realized that the ap- 
proach to the beginning of the social revolution must be slow. 

We. in our turn, must also understand the peculiarities and 
the tasks of the new era. Let us not imitate those sorry Marx- 
ists ot whom Mar\ said: “f have sown dragons and have reaped 
a harvest of fleas.” 

The objective needs ol capitalism grow-n into imperialism 
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brought about tho imperialist war. The war has brought man- 
kind to the brink of a precipice, to the destruction of civiliza- 
tion, to the brulali/ation and destruction of countless millions 
ol human being.s. 

There is no escape except by a proletarian revolution. 

And at the very moment when such a revolution is begin- 
ning. when it is taking its first timorous, uncertain and groping 
steps, steps betraying too great a confidence in the bourgeoisie, 
at that moment the majority (that is the truth, that is a fact) 
of the "Social- Democrat ic” leaders, of the ‘‘Social-Democratic” 
parliamentarians, of the ‘‘Social-Democratic*' papers — and these 
are the organs lor influencing the masses -liave deserted So- 
"cialism, have betraged Socialism and have gone over to the 
side of "their” national bourgeoisie. 

The masses have lieen confused, led astray and deceived 
by these leaders ' 

And Jire we lo aid and abet that deception by retaining the 
old and antiquated Parly name, which is a.s tlecayed as the 
Second International'^ 

Let it be granted that “many” workers understand Social- 
Democracy in an honest way; hut it is time \v(' knew how' to 
distinguish the subjective from the objective. 

Suhieclively. such Social-Democratic w-orkers are most loyal 
leaders of the proletarian masses. 

Objeclisely, however, the world situation is such that the 
old name of our Party makes it easier to fool tlie masses and 
impedes the onward march; for at every step, in every paper, 
in every parliamentary group, the masses see leaders, i e.. the 
people whose voices carry farthest and whose actions are most 
prominent; yet they are all ‘‘also-Social-Democrats,” they are 
all “for unity” with the betrayers of Socialism, with the social- 
chauvinists; and they are all presenting for payment the old 
bills issued liy “Social-Democracv.". . 

And what are the opposing arguments? . . . We shall be con- 
fused with the Anarchist-Communists, we are told 

Why are wre not afraid of being confused svilh the Social - 
■Nationalists, the Social-Taberals. or the Radical-Socialists, the 
foremost and most adroit bourgeois party in the French Re- 
public in deceiving the masses*’... We are lold; The masses 
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have grown used to the uamc, the workers have learnt to 
“love” their Social-Democratic Party. 

That is the only argument. But it is an argument that dis- 
regards the science of Marxism, the tasks of the immediate 
morrow in the revolution, the objective position of world So- 
cialism, the shameful collapse of the Second International, and 
the injury done to the practical cause by the pack of “also- 
Social-Democrats” who surround the proletar ian s 

It is an argument of routine, an argument of somnolence, 
an argument ot inertia. 

But we are out to rebuild the world. We arc out to put an 
end to the imperialist World War in which hundreds of mil- 
lions of people and the interesl.s ot billions and j^jUions of cap- 
ital are involved, and which cannot end in a truly democratic 
peace without a proletarian revolution, the greatest in the his- 
tory of mankind. 

Yet we are afraid of our own selves. We are loth to cast off 
the “dear old” soiled shirt 

But it is lime to cast oil' the soiled shirt and don a clean one. 


Pplrograd, \pril 10, 1917 
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A\ ESTIMA'I'K OF THE PRI'SEM' SITI ATION 

( Exc'^rpt) 

\ 

Marxism demands tliul we should uuiko a mosl precise 
and objcclivch verifiable analysis of the relalion of classes 
and of the concrete' peculiarities of each liistorical situation. 
We Bolsheviks have always tried faithfully to fulfil this de- 
mand. which is absolutely imperative for a scienfific founda- 
tion of policy. 

"Our loachinj,' is nol a doyina, but a guide to action,” Marx 
and Engels used to say; and tlxey rightly ridiculed tlie learning 
by rote and the mere repetition of "formulas” that at best are 
capable of giving only an outline of yenerol tasks, which are 
necessarily liable to be modified by the concrete economic and 
political conditions of each particular phase of the historical 
process. 

What, then, are the precisely established objective facts 
by which the party of the revolutionary proletariat must 
be guided at present in defining the tasks and forms of its 
activity? 

Both in my first Letter from Afar (“The First Stage of the 
First Revolution”), published in the Pravda, Nos. 14 and 15, 
March 21 and 22, 1917, and in my theses, 1 define as the 
“specific feature of the present situation in Rassia” the fact 
that it is a period of transition from the first stage of the rev- 
olution to the second. And I therefore considered the basic 
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slogan, the “order of the day," at /his moment to be; "Work- 
ers, you have displayed marvels of proletarian heroism, the 
heroism of the people, in the civil war against isardom. You 
must now display marvels of organization^ organization of the 
proletariat and of the whole pepple, in order to prepare the 
way for your victory in the second stage pf the revolution.” 
(Pravda, No. 15.) 

In what does the first stage consist? 

Ill the transfer of the pow’er of state to the bourgeoisie. 

lieforc the February-March Revolution of 1917, state power 
in Rus.sia wa.s in the hands of one old class, namely, the feudal 
landed nobility, headed by Nicholas Romanov. 

Now, after that revolution, the power is in t^ hands of 
another class, a new class, namely, the bourgeoisie. 

The transfer of state power from one class to another 
class is the first, the principal, the basic sign of a revolution, 
both in the strictly scienliiic and in the practical i>olitical 
meaning of the term. 

To this extent, the bourgeois, ‘or the bourgeois-democratic, 
revolution in Russia has been completed. 

At this point we hear the clamour of the objectors, of those 
who so readily call themselves "old Bolsheviks”: Did we not 
always maintain, they say, that tlie bourgeois-democratic rev- 
olution is completed only by the “revolutionary-democratic 
dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry”? Has the 
agrarian revolution, which is also a bourgeois-democratic 
revolution, been coiupleted? Is it not a fact, on the contrary, 
that it has not even begun? 

My answer is: The Bolshevik slogans and ideas in general 
have been fully corroborated by history; but concreUlg, things 
have shaped differently from what could have been anticipated 
[by anyone]; they arc more original, more peculiar, more 
variegated. 

If we ignored or lorgot this fact, we should resemble those 
“old Bolsheviks” who have more than once played .so^sorry 
a part in the history of our Party by repeating meaninglessly 
a formula learnt by rote, instead of studying the specific fea- 
tures of the new and living reality. 

“The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship ot the prole- 
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tarial and peasantry" has alteadg become a reality’ in the Rus- 
sian Revolution; lor this “tormula” envisages only a relation of 
classes, and not a concrete political institution giving effect 
lo this relation, to this co-operation. The “Soviet of Workers' 
and Soldiers’ Deputies" — hci;e you have the “revolutionary- 
democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry" 
already accomplished in reality. 

This tormula is already antiquated. Events have removed 
it trom the realm of formulas to the realm of reality, clr^hed 
it in flesh and blood, lent it concrete form, and have thereby 
moUilied it. 

A new and, ditferent task now laces us: lo ell eel a split be- 
tween tile j^letaiian elements flhe anti-deiencist, internation- 
alist, "Communist” elements, who stand for a transition to the 
roinmmie]ivifhin this dictatorship and the small-proprietor or 
petty-bourgeois elmients' |CJikheidze, Tsereteli, Steklov, the 
Socialist-Revolutionaries and other revolutionary detencists. 
who are oppo.sed to iiioveinent towards the coninuine and 
who are in favour of “stipporling” the bourgeoisie and the 
)>oiirgeois government]. 

Whoever speaks uoiv of a "ri'volulionaty-diMiio. latic dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry" onl> is behind the 
times, has consi^quenllj in elTecI gone over lo the side of 
the petly-bourgeoLsie and is against the proletarian class sb^- 
gle. He deserves to be consigned lo the museum of “Bolwie* 
vik” pre-revolutionary antiques [which might be called the 
archive of "old Bolsheviks”]. 

The revolutionary-democratic dictatorship ol the proletariat 
and the peasantry has alrcaily been realized, but in an <.xln*mely 
'ori ginal form, and with a number of highly important modifi- 
cations. I will deal with them separately in one of my forth- 
coming letters. For the present it is essential to realize the incon- 
testable truth that a Marxist must take cognizance of actual 
events, of the precise fact.s of reality, and must not cling to a 
theory of yesterday, which, like all theories, at best only out- 
lines the main and general, and only approximates to an in- 
clusive grasp of the complexities of life. 

1 In a certain form and to a certain extent. 
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“Theory, luy triend, is grey, but green is the eternal tree of 
life.”! 

lie who continues to regard the “completion" of the bour- 
geois revolution in the old toatf. sacrifices living Marxism to 
the dead letter. 

According to the old conception, the rule of the proletariat 
and Uic peasantry, their dictatorship, can and must come after 
Ihe rule of the bourgeoisie. 

But in actual fact, it has already turned out differently: 
an extremely original, novel and unprecedented interlacing of 
the one with the other has taken place. We have existing side 
by side, together, simultaneously, both the rule of the boutgeoi- 
^ie 'the governnieiil of Lvov and Guchkov] and a revolution- 
ary-democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry 
0 0 In ntarily ceding power to the bourgeoisie, voluntarily 
lrun'>tornihii; into an appendage of the bourgeoisie. 

l''or it must not be»forgotten that in Petrograd the power 
is actually in the hands of the workers and soldiers' the new 
gos ernment is not using and cannot use violence against them, 

• or there is no police, no army separate from the people, no 
officialdom standing omnipotently above the people This is 
a tact; and it is precisely the kind ot fact that is characteristic 
of a state of the type of the Paris Commune. Tliis fact does not 
fit into the old schmues. One must know how to adapt schemes 
to facts, rather than repeat words about a “dictatorship Of the 
proletariat and peasantry ' in general, which have now become 
meaningless .. ' 

In order the better to illuminate the question, let us ap'-'* 
proa eh it from another angle. ^ 

A Mar.xisI must not abandon the ground of careful analysis 
of cla.ss relati(>n.s. The bourgeoisie is in power. But is not the 
mass of the peu.sant.s also a bourgeoisie, only of a different 
stratum, a different kind, a different character? Whence dOM 
it follow' that this stratum cannot come to power and thus 
"complete” the bourgeois-democratic revolution? Why should 
this be impossible? 

That is how the old Bolsheviks often* argue. 


The words (|uotod by Mephistopheles in Goethe’s Faust, — Ed. 
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My reply is that it is quite possible. But, when analysing 
any given situation, a Marxist must proceed not from the pos- 
sible, but from the actual. 

And actuality reveals the fact that the freely elected sol- 
<Uers' and peasants’ deputies freely enter the second, parallel 
government and freely supplement, develop and complete it. 
-And, just as freely, they surrender power to the bourgeoisie — 
which phenomenon docs not in the least “contravene” the 
theory of Marxism, lor, as we have always known and have 
repeatedly pointed out, the bourgeoisie maintains itself not 
only by force but also by \irtue of the lack of class conscious- 
ness, the clinging to old habits, the browbeaten slate and lack 
* of oiPgani/.aj:ion of the masses. 

In view of tliis present-day actuality it is simply lidiculous 
to turn one’s back on the facts and to talk about ‘'possilulitics.” 

It is possilde that Ihrt peasantry may seize all the land and 
the entire powoi. Far trom forgetting this possibility, tar from 
confining mvscU to lUo piesent mohi(*nt only, I dctinilelv 
and clearly formulate Ibe agrarian program, taking info account 
the new phcnoiiH'iion, L c,, the deeper cleavage l>elween the 
agricuUural labourers and poor peasants on the one hand, and 
the well-to-do peasants, on the other. 

Rut there is another possibility; it is possible lliat tJie peas- 
ants will hearken to tiic^ advice of the petty-bourgeois parly 
of Socialist-Revolutionaries, wdiich has succumbed to the in- 
fluence ol the bourgeoisie, has gone fiver to defeniism, and 
which advises waiting until the Constituent Assembly, even 
though the date of its convocation has not yet been fixed ^ 

It is possilile that the peasants w ill preserve and prolong 
their deal with the bourgeoisie, a deal which they have now 
concluded Ihrougli tlio Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Dep- 
uties not only in form but in fact. 

* Lest my words be misinterpreled, I shall anticipate and state at once 
that I am absolutely m favour of the Soviet \ of Agricultural 1 abourers 
and Peasants immediately taking over all the land; but they should 
themselves observe the strictest order and discipline, not permit the 
slightest damage to machinery, structures or livestock, and in no case 
disorganize agriculture and the production of cereals, but rather develop 
them, for the soldiers need twice as much l)read, and the people must 
not l>e allowed to starve. 

22— n 
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Many things are possible. It would be a profound mistake 
to forget the agrarian movement aiMl the agrarian program. 
But it would be equally mistaken to forget reality, and real- 
ity reveals llic fact that an agreemefit, oi — to use a more exact, 
less legal, but more class-economic expression — class collabora- 
tion exists between the bourgeoisie and the peasantry. 

When this fact ceases to be a fact, when the peasantry 
scpaiates from the* bourgeoisie, seizes the land and the power 
despite the bourgeoisie, that will he a nesy stage of the bour- 
geois-democratic revolution; and of that we shall si)eak sepa- 
rately. * 

A Marxist who, in view of the possibility of such a stage , 
in the future, were to forget his duties at the present moSient, 
when the peasantry is in agreement with the bourgeoisie, 
would become a pelty-bourgeois. For he W'ou^d in practice be 
preaching to the proletariat confidence in the petty-bourgeoisie 
[“the petty-bourgeoisie, the peasantry, must separate from the 
bourgeoisie while the bourgeois-democratic revolution is still 
on”J. Because of the “possibility” of so pleasant and .sweet a 
future, in which the peasantry would not form the tail of the 
bourgeoisie, in which the Socialist-Revolutionaries, the Chkheid- 
zes, Tseretelis and Steklovs would not be an appendage of the 
bourgeois government — becau.se of the “possilhlity” of so pleas- 
ant a future, he would be forgetting the unpleasant 
present, in which the peasantry still forms the tail of the 
bourgeoisie, and in which the Socialist-Revolutionaries and So- 
cial^Deniocrats have not yet ceased to be an append^e of the 
bourgeois government. His Majesty Lvov’s* Opposition. 

This hypothetical person would resemble a meek Louis 
Blanc, or a saccharine Kaiitskyan, but not a revolutionary 
Marxist. * 

But arc wo not in danger of succumbing to subjectivism, 
of wanting to “skip” over the bourgeois-democratic revolu- 
tion — which has not yet been completed and has not yet ex- 
hausted the peasant movement — ^to the Socialist revolution? 

1 Prince G. Lvov (1861-1925) — flange landowner, member of the Con- 
slilutionaI-Democra|ir Parly, Prime Mini.ster in the bourgeois Provisional. 
Government from March to July 191 7.- -Bd. 
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I should be incurring jhis danger had I said: ''No tsar» but 
a workers’ government.” But I did not say that; I said some- 
thing ellse. I said that there can be no government (apart from 
a bourgeois government) in Russia other than a government 
of the Soviets of Workers’, Agricultural Labourers’, Soldiers’ 
and Peasants’ Deputies. I said that power in Russia can now 
pass from Guchkov and Lvov only to these Soviets. And the 
fact is that in these Soviets it is the peasants that predominate, 
it is the soldiery that predominate — the petty-bourgooisie„ to 
use a scientific, Marxist term, to use not a commonplace, lay, 
occupational designation, but a class designation. 

. I absolutely insured myself in my theses against skipping 
over the still existing peasant moveniont, or the petly-bourgeois 
movement in general, against any playing at the “seizure of 
power” by a workers’ government, against any kind of Blan- 
quist adventurism; for I definitely referred to the experience of 
the Paris Commune. And this experience, as we know, and as 
was shown in detail by Marx in 1871 and by Engels in 1891, 
absolutely excludes Blanquism, absolutely ensures the direel, 
immcdiale and unquestionable rule of the majority, and the 
activity of the masses only to the extent that the action of the 
majority itself is conscious. 

In the theses I very definitely reduced the question to one 
of a struggle for influence w ithin the Soviets ot Workers', 
Agricultural Labourers’, Peasants’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. In 
order to leave no shadow of doubt on this score, I tmice em- 
phasized ^ the theses the necessily lor patient and persistent 
“explanatory” work “adapted to the practical needs of the 
masses.^' 

Ignorant persons, or renegadas from Marxism, such as 
Mr. Plekhanov, may cry anarchism, Blanquism, and so fortiK 
But those who really want to think and learn cannot fail to 
understand that Blanquism means the seizure of power by a 
minority, whereas the Soviets of Workers’, Agricultural La- 
boiirej's’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies are admittedly the 
direct and immediate organization of the majority of the 
people. Work confined to a struggle for influence within these 
Soviets cannot, absolutely cannot, stray into the swamp of 
Blanquism. Nor can it stray into the swamp of anarchism, for 


22 * 
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It is often said and written that the core of Marx’s theory is 
the class struggle; but this is not true. And from this error very 
often springs the opportunist distortion of Marxism, its falsi- 
fication to make it acceptable to the bourgeoisie. For the doc- 
trine of the ctass struggle was created not by Marx, but by the 
bourgeoisie before Marx, and generally speaking it is acceptable 
to the bourgeoisie. Those who recognize only the class struggle 
arc not yet Marxists; they may be found to be still within the 
boundaries of bourgeois reasoning and bourgeois politics. To 
limit Marxism to the doctrine of the class struggle means cur- 
tailing Marxism, distorting it, reducing it to something which 
is acceptable to the bourgeoisie. Only he is a Marxist who 
extends the acceptance ot the class struggle to the acceptance 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is where the pro- 
lound difference lies between a Marxist and an ordinary petty 
(and even big) bourgeois. This is the touchstone on whirh 
the real understanding and acceptance of Marxism should be 
tested. And it is not surprising that when the history of Europe 
brought the working class face to face with this question in a 
practical way, not only all the opportunists and reformists, but 
all the Kautsky-ites (people who vacillate between reformism 
and Marxism) proved to be miserable philistines and petty- 
bourgeois democrats w’ho repudiated the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. Kautsky’s pamphlet. The Dictatorship of the Pro- 
leihriat published in August 1918, i.e., long after the first edi- 
tion of the present pamphlet, is an example of petty-bourgeois 
distortion of Marxism and base renunciation of it in practice, 
while hypocritically recognizing it in words (see my pamphlet. 
The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautskg, Petro- 
grad and Moscow, 1918). 

Present-day opportunism in the person of its principal rep- 
resentative, the ex-Marxist, K. Kautsky, fits in completely 
with Marx’s characterization of the bourgeois position quoted 
above, for this opportunism limits the field of recognition of the 
class struggle to the realm of bourgeois relationships. (Within 
this realm, within its framework, not a single educated liberal 
will refuse to recognize the class struggle '‘in principle”!) Op- 
portunism does not carry the recognition of class struggle to 
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the main point, to the period of transition from capitalism to 
■ Communism, to the period of the overthrow and complete 
abolition of the bourgeoisie. In reality, this period ineVitably 
becomes a period of an unprecedentedly violent class struggle 
in unprecedentedly acute forms and, consequenlly, during this 
period the state must inevitably be a state that is democratic 
in a new way (for the proletarians and the propcrtyloss in gen- 
eral) and dictatorial in a new way (against the bourgeoisie). 

To proceed. The essence of Marx's doctrine of the state is 
a.ssimilated only by those who understand that the dictatorship 
of a single class is necessary not only for class society in general, 
• not only for the proletariat which has overllirowii the Iwur- 
gcoisic, but for the entire historical period which separates cap- 
italism from “classless society,” from C(jmmunism. The fornus 
of bourgeois states are fxtremely varied, but in essence they 
are all the same: in one way or anotlier. in the final analysts, 
all these states are inevitably the dictatorship of the bourgeoi- 
sie. The transition from tapilalism to Conimiinisiii will certainly 
create a great variety and abundance of political forms, but 
their essence will inevitably Ik* the same: the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. 

CHAPTER V. Tim ECONOMIC BASIS OF THE WlTHIiRING 
AWAY OF THE STATE 

. * 

Marx explains this question most thoroughly in his Critique 
of the Gotha Program (letter to Bracke, May 5, 1875. which was 
not printed until 1891 in Neiie Zeit, Vol. IX, 1, and which has 
appeared in a special Russian edition) . The polemical part of 
this remarkable work, which consists of a criticism of Las.saIIe- 
anism^ has, SO lo speak, overshadowed its positive part, name- 
ly, the analysis of the connection between the development of 
Commimism and the withering away of the state. 

1. MARX’S PRESENTATION OF THE QUESTION 

From a superficial comparison of Marx’s letter to Bracke of 
May 5, 1875, with Engels’ letter to Bebel of March 28, 1875, 
which we examined above, it might appear that Marx was 
much more “pro-state” than Engels, and that the difference of 
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opinion between the two writers on the question of the state 
was very considerable. 

£n]^els su^'gested to Bcbel that all the chatter about the state 
be dropped; that the word “state" be eliminated from the pro- 
gram altogether and the word “community’’ substituted for it. 
Engels even declared that the Commune was really no longer a 
state in the proper sense of the word. Yet Marx spoke of the 
’liiture state in Goniminiist society,’’ i.c., as though he reo- 
(»gni/ed the need for a slate even under Communism. 

But such a view would be fundamentally wrong. A closer 
examination shows that Marx’s and Engels' views on the state 
and its witharing away were completely identical, and that ' 
Marx’s expression quoted above refers merely to this withering 
away of the state. 

Clearly there can be no question of defining the exact mo- 
ment of the future “withering asvay’’ — the more so since it must 
obviously be a rather lengthy process. The apparent dilference 
between Marx and Engels is due to the different subjects they 
dealt with, the different aims they were pursuing. Engels set 
out to show Rebel plainly, sharply and in broad outline the ab- 
.surdity of the prevailing prejudices concerning the state, whidi 
were shari'd to no small degree by Lassallc. Marx only touched 
upon this question in pa.ssing, being interested in another 
.subject, vi:., the development of (’ommunisl society. 

The whole theory of Marx is an application of the theory 
of development- -in its most consistent, complete, thought-out 
and replete form — to modern capitalism. Naturally, Marx was 
laced with the question of applying this theory both to the 
jorthcoming collapse ot capitalism and to the future develop- 
ment ot future (Communism. 

On the basis of what data can the question of the future 
ilevelopment of future Communism be raised? 

On the basis of the fact that it has its origin in capitalism, 
tliat it develofis historically from capitalism, tliat it is the re- 
sult of the action of social force to which capitalism has given 
birth. There is no trace of an attempt on Marx’s part to conjure 
up a utopia, to make idle guesses about what cannot be known. 
Marx treats the question of Communism in the same way as 
a naturalist would treat the question of the development, say. 
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of a new biological species, if he knew that such nnH such 
was its origin and such and such the direction in which it was 
changing. 

Marx, first of all, brushes aside the confusion the Gotha 
Program brings into the question of the relation belw'ecn stale 
and society. He writes: 

“ ‘Prpsenl-day society’ is capitalist society, v^hich exists in all civiltEcd 
(“ountries, more or less free from mediaeval admixture, more or less 
modified by the special hi<.torical devolopmeul of each country and more 
or less developed. On the other hand, the ‘prcseiil-day slate’ cliaiiges with 
a country's Ironlier. It is diirerenl in tlie Prusso-Ceruian Empire from 
^whal it is in Switzerland, it is different in England from what it is in 
I he United States. Th4* ‘present-day stale' is therefore a iiclioii. 

“Nevertheless, the different states of the dilTerciil civilized countries^ 
in spite of their manifold diversity of form, all have this in common, 
that they are based on modern boiiigeois society, only one more or less 
capitalistically developed. Tliey have, therefore, also certain e.sseTilial 
features in common Tii this sense it is possible to speak of the ‘present- 
day stale,' ill contrast to the future, in which ils present root, bourgeois 
society, will have died sswuy. 

“7'he question then arises; what transformation will iJie ^fale undergo 
111 Uoinmuiiisl iocicty/ hi other vords, what social functions vvill remain 
in existence there that are analogous lo Ihe prcsCnl l-unctioilS ol tllC St9k*? 
This question can only be answered scientifically and one does not gel 
a Ilea-hop nearer lo the inoblem by a thoiisandiold eombinalion of the 
word people w'ilh Itie word slate. . . 

Having thus ridiculed all talk about a “people’s slate, ’’ 
Marx formulates the question and warns us, as it were, lliat 
to arrive at a scientific answer one must rely only on firmly 
established scientific data. 

The fir^t fact that lias bi‘en established with ccmpleic ex 
aclitude by Ihc whole theory of development, by science as a 
whole — a fact which the Utopians lorgol, and which is forgot- 
ten by the present-day opportunists who arc afraid of the 
Socialist revolution — is that, historically, there must undoubt' 
edly be a special stage or a special pluase of transition fronfe 
capitalism to Communism. ^ 
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2. THE TRANSITION FROM CAPITALISM TO COMMUNISM 

Marx continues: 

“Betwern capitalist and Communist society lies the period of the 
revolutionary transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds 
to this also a political transition period in which the state can be notliing 
but the reuolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat,” 

Marx bases this conclusion on an analysis of the role pllayed 
by the proletariat in modern capitalist society, on the data coo* 
corning the development of this society, and on the irreconcil- 
ttbility of the antagonistic interests of tlie proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie. 

Earlier the question was pul in this way: in order to achieve 
Us FmaOCipatiOIl, the proletariat must overthrow the bour- 
geoisie, conquer political power and establish its revolutionary 
dictatorship. 

Now the question is pul somewhat differently: the transition 
from capitalist society — which is developing towards Com- 
munism — to a Communist society is impossible without a “po- 
litical transition period,” and the state in this period can only 
be the revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat. 

What, then, is the relation of this dictatorship to democ- 
racy? 

We have seen that The Communist Manifesto simply places 
the two ideas side by side: “to raise the proletariat to the posi- 
tion of the ruling class” and “to win the battle of democracy.” 
On the basis of all that has been said above, it is possible to 
determine more precisely how democracy changes in the transi- 
tion from capitalism to Communism. 

In capitalist society, under the conditions most favomable 
to its development, we have more or less complete democracy 
in the democratic republic. But this democracy is always re- 
stricted by the narrow framework of capitalist exploitation, and 
consequently always remains, in reality, a democracy for the 
min ority, only for the possessing classes, only for the rich. 
Freedom in capitalist society always remains about the same 
as it was in the ancient Greek republics: freedom for the slave- 
owners. Owing to the conditions of capitalist exploitation the 
modern wage slaves are so crushed by want and poverty that 
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“th^ cannot be bothered with democracy,” “they cannut be 
bothered with politics”; in the ordinary peaceful course of 
events the majority of the population is debarred from partic- 
ipating in social and political life. 

The correctness of this statement is perhaps most clearly 
proved by Germany, precisely because in lliat country con- 
stitutional legality lasted and remained stable for a remark- 
ably long time — for nearly half a century (1871-1914) — and 
Social-Democracy during this period was able to achieve far 
more in Germany than in other countries in the way of “utiliz- 
ing legality,” and was aide to organize a larger proi)ortion of 
4he workers into a political parly than anywhere else in the 
world. 

What is this largest proportion of politically conscious and 
active wage .slaves that has so far been observed in capitalist 
society? One million members of the Social-Democratic Pai ty — 
out of tiftcen million wage-workers! I’liree million organized 
in trade unions — out of liltcen million! 

Democracy for an insignilicant minority, democracy for 
the rich — that is the democracy of capitalist society, if we 
look more closely into the mechanism of oapilaPst democracy, 
everywhere, in the “petty” — so-called petty — details of the 
suffrage (residcnlial qualilication, exclusion of women, etc.), in 
the teclinique of the representative institutions, in the actual 
obstacles to the right of assembly (pul)lic buildings arc not foi 
“beggars”!), in the purely capitalist orgauization of the daily 
press, etc., etc., — ^we see restriction alter re.striction upon de- 
mocracy. These restrictions, exceptions, exclusions, obstacles for 
the poor, seem slight, especially in the eyes of one who has 
never known want himself and has never been in close con- 
tact with the oppressed classes in their mass life (and nine- 
tenths if not ninety-nine hundredths, of the bourgeois publi- 
cists and politicians are of this category) ; but in their sum total 
these restrictions exclude and squeeze out the poor from poli- 
tics, from taking an active part in democracy. 

Marx grasped this essence of capitalist democracy splen- 
didly, when, in analysing the experience of the Commune, he 
said that the oppressed are allowed once every few years to 
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decide which parlicular reprc^entalives of the oppressing class 
should represent and repress them in parliament! 

But from this capitalist democracy — inevitably narrow^ 
tacitly repelling the poor, and therefore hypocritical and false 
to the core — ^forward development docs not proceed simply, 
directly and snioolhly to “greater and greater democracy,” as 
the liberal professors and petty-bourgeois opportunists would 
have us believe. No, lorward development, /.c., towards Com- 
munism, i)roceeds through the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
and cannot do otherwise, for the resistance of the capital- 
ist exploiters cannot be broken by anyone else or in any 
other way. » 

But the dictatorship of tlie proletariat, f.e., the organization 
of the vanguard of the oppressed as the ruling class for the 
purpose of crusliing the oppressors, cannot result merely in an 
expansion of democracy. Siwultaneouslif wilh an immense 
expansion of dciiuKTacy, which for the first ti we be- 
comes democracy for the poor, democracy for the people, and 
not democracy for the rich, the dictatorship of the proletariat 
imposes a .scries of restrictions on the freedom of the oppres- 
sors, the exploiters, the capitalists. We must crush them in 
order to fri'e humanily from wage slavery; their resistance 
must be broken by lorce; it is clear lliat where there is sup- 
pression, where IhiTC is coercion, there is no Jreedoin and no 
democracy. 

Engels expressed Ibis splendidly in his letter lo Bebel when 
be said, as the reader will remember, that “so long as the pro- 
letariat slill uses the state, it does not u.se it in the interests 
of freedom but in order to hold down its adversaries, and as 
soon as it becomes possible to speak of freedom the slate as 
such ceases lo exist.” 

Democracy lor the vast majority of the people, and sup- 
pression by force, /.e., exclusion from democracy, of the ex- 
ploiters and oppressors of the people — this is the change de- 
mocracy undergoes during the transition from capitalism to 
Communism. 

Only in (^omiiuuiist society, when the resistance of the 
capitalists has been completely broken, when the capitalists 
have disappeared, when there are no classes (t.e., when there 
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is no difference belween the inerai)ers of society as regards 
their relation to the social means of production), oiUg then 
does ’’the state . . . cease to exist,’’ and it ‘'becomes possible to 
speak of freedom." Only then will really complete democracy, 
democracy without any exceptions, be possible and be realized. 
And only then will democracy begin to wither away, owing to 
the simple fact that freed from capilali.st slavery, from the 
imtold horrors, savagery, absurdities and infamies of capitalist 
exploitation, people will gradually become accustomed 
to observing the elementary rules of social intercourse that have 
been known for centuries and repeated for thousands of years 
in all copy-book maxims; they will become accustomed to ob- 
serving them without force, without compulsicni. without suh- 
ordination, without the special a p p u r a t n s lor 
compulsion which is called the .stale. 

The expression “the jJlatc withers away" is very well chosen, 
for it indicates both the gradual and llie sj)onlaneous nature of 
the process. Only habit can, and undoubtedly will, have such 
an effect; for we sec around us millions of times how readily 
people hecoine accustomed to observing the not'.’ sary rules 
of .social intercourse if there is no exploitation, if ll«*rp is iiolh- 
ing that causes indignation, nothing that calK lorth protest and 
revolt or evokes the neci'ssity for .suppression. 

Thus in capitalist soci(5ly we have a democracy that is cur- 
tailed, xvretched, false; a democracy only for the rich, for the 
minority. The dictatorship ot the proletariat, the period of 
transition to Communism, will for the first time create democ- 
racy for the people, for the majority, in addition to the nec- 
essary suppression of the minority — the exploiters. Commun- 
ism alone is capable of giving really complete democracy, and 
the more complete it is the more quickly will it become unnec- 
essary and wither away of jtself. 

In oilier words: under capitalism wc have a stale in the 
proper sense of the word, that is, a special machine for the 
suppression of one class by another, and of the majority by the 
minority at that. Naturally, the successful diijcharge of such a 
task as the systematic suppression of the exploited majority 
by the exploiting minority calls for the greatest ferocity and 
savagery in the work of suppression, it calls for seas of blood 
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through which munkind has to wade in slavery, serfdom and 
wage-labour. 

Furthermore, during the transition from capitalism to Com- 
munism suppression is still necessary; but it is now the suppres- 
sion of the exploiting minority by the exploited majority. 

A special apparatus, a special machine for suppression, the 
“slate,” is still necessary, but this is now a transitory state; it 
is no longer a state in the proper sense; for the suppression of 
the minority of exploiters by the niajority of the wage slaves 
of yesterday is comparatively so easy, simple and natural a task 
that it will entail far less bloodshed than the suppression of the 
risings of slaves, serfs or wage-labourers, and it will cost man- 
kind far less. And it is compatible with the extension of democ- 
racy to such an overwhelming majority of the population that 
the need for a special machine of suppression will begin to 
disapp(‘ar. The exploiters arc naturally unable to suppress the 
people without a very complex machine for performing this 
task; but the people can suppress the exploiter's even with a very 
simple ‘'machine,” almost without a “machine,” without a spe- 
cial apparatus, by the simple orgaidzation of the armed masses 
(such as tlie Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, w-e 
may remark, running ahead a little). 

Finally, only C4ommunism makes the state absolutely un- 
necessary, for there is nobody to be suppressed — “nobody” in 
the sense of a class, in the sense of a systematic struggle 
against a definite section of the populotion. We arc not Utopians, 
and we do not in the least deny the possibility and inevitability 
of excesses on the part of irtdividual persons, or the need to 
suppress such excesses. But, in the first place, nb special ma- 
chine, no special apparatus of repression is needed for this; 
this will be done by the armed people itself, as simply and as 
readily as any crowd of civilized people, even in modern society, 
parts two people who are fighting, or interferes to prevent a 
woman from being assaulted. And, secondly, we know that the 
fundamental social cause of excesses, which consist of violating 
the rules of social intercourse, is the exploitation of the masses, 
their want and their poverty. With the ijemoval of this chief 
cause, excesses will inevitably begin to “wither away" We do 
not know how quickly and in what order, but we know that 
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they will wither away. With their withering away the state 
will also wither away. 

Without indulging in utopias, Marx defined more fully what 
can be defined now regarding this future, namely, the differ* 
ence between the lower and higher phases (degrees, steges) of 
Communist society. 

X TllE FIRST PHASE OF COMMUNIST SOCIETY. 

In tlie Critique of the Gotha Program, Marx goes into some 
detail to disprove Lassalle's idea that under Socialism the 
worker will receive the “undiminished’* or “whole proceeds 
of his labour.” Marx shows that from the whole of the social 
labour of society it is necessary to deduct a reserve fund, a 
fund for the expansion of production, for tlie replacement of 
“used up’* machinery, and so on; then, also, from the means of 
consumption must be deducted a fund for the costs of admin- 
istration, for schools, hospitals, homes lor the aged, and so on. 

Instead of Lassalle’s hazy, obscure, general phrase (“the 
whole proceeds of his labour to the woi'ker*’) Marx makes a 
sober estimate of exactly how Socialist society will have to 
manage its affairs. Marx proceeds to make a concrete analysis 
of the conditions of life of a society in which there will he no 
capitalism, and says; 

"Whal Wf have U> dval with here |in analysing the program of ihe- 
wurkors’ party! is a Communist society, not as it has developed on its 
own foundation, but. on the contrary, as it emerges from capitalist society; 
which is thus in every respect, economically, morally and intellectually, 
still stamped with tin* birlhmark.s of the old society, from wlio.se womb 
it emerges” 

And it is this Communist society — a society which has just 
come into the world out of the womb of capitalism and which, 
in every respect, bears the birthmarks of the old society — 
that Marx terms the “first,” or lower phase of Communist 
society. 

The means of production are no longer the private property 
of individuals. The means of production belong to the whole 
of society. Every member of society, performing a certain part 
of the socially-necessary labour, receives a certificate from 
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society to the elTect that he has done such and such an amount 
of work. And witli tins certificate he draws from the social 
stock of means of consumption a corresponding quantity of 
products. After deduction of the amount of labour which goes 
to the public fund, every worker, therefore, receives from 
society as much as he has given it. 

“Etiuality” apparently reigns supreme. 

But when Las.salle, liaving such a social order in view 
(usually called Socialism, but termed by Marx the first phase 
of Communism) , speaks of this as “equitable distribution,” and 
says that this is “llic equal right” of ‘"all members of society” 
lo “e(iual proceeds of labour,” he is mistaken, and Mar-v exposes 
his error. 

“Equal right,” says Marx, we indeed have here; but it is 
still a “bourgeois right,” which, like every right, presup- 
poses inequality. Every right Is an application of an 
t’ qiial standard to different people who in fact arc not 
alike, arc not equal lo one another; that is why “equal right” 
is n'ally a violation of equality and an injustice. As a matter 
of fact, every man, having performed as much social labour 
as anothc-r, receives an equal share of the social product (after 
the above-mentioned deductions). 

But people arc not alike: one is strong, another is weak; 
one is married, another is not; one has more children, another 
has less, and so on. And the conclusion Marx draws is: 

. . WUh an equal output and hence an equal share in the social consump- 
tion fund, one will in fact receive more lhan another, one will be richer 
than another, and so on. To avoid all these defects, right, instead of 
t>eing equal, would have to be unequal 

Hence, the first phase of Communism cannot yet produce 
justice and equality; dill'crences, and unjust differences, in 
wealth will still exist, but the exploitation of man by man will 
have become impossible, because it will be impossible to seize 
the means of production, the factories, machines, land, etc., as 
private property. In smashing LassaUe’s petty-bourgeois, con- 
fused phrases aboul “etiuality” and “justice” m general, Marx 
shows the course of development of Comniunist society, which 
at first is compelled to abolish only the “injustice” of the means 
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ol' production having been seized by private individuals, and 
which cannot at once abolish the other injustice, which con- 
sists in the distribution of articles of consuinplion ‘‘according 
lo the amount of )al)our performed*’ (and not according to 
needs) . 

The vulgar economists, including the bourgeois professors 
and also “our” Tugan^ constantly reproacli the Socialists with 
forgelling the inequality of people and with “dreaming” of 
abolishing this inequality. Such a reproach, as we sec, only 
proves th<‘ exlreiue ignorance ol Messieurs the Bourgeois 
Ideologists. 

Marx not only scrupulously takes into account the inevitable 
inequality of men hut he also lakes into account the fact that 
Ihe mer(‘ conversion of the means of iiroduclion into the 
common property of the wliole of society (usually called 
“vSocialism”) dors not Armour the defects of distrihulion 
and the inequalily of “bourgeois right " which continue to 
prevail as long as products are divided “according lo the 
amount of labour perlorined.” ("ontinuing, Marx says: 

“But tliese dclvcU an* moviiuhle in Ilu» lirst phase* of Coniiuuiiist 
society ns it is ssiien it has just unerged alter projoiigod hirlli patigs 
from capitalist society Bight can never be higher ll^|p the economic 
slrucliiie ol so< ieh and the cultural d<*velopmenl Iherehy deh'iiniued.” 

And so, in Ihe first phase of (AnmniinisI sociedy (usually 
called Socialism) “l)oiirg(*ois right” is not •aholislied in its 
entirety, hut only in pari, only in projiortion lo the economic 
trauslormalion so lar attained, i.c., only in respect of the means 
of production. “Bourgeois rigid” recognizes them as the private 
property of individuals. Socialism converts them into common 
property, To that extent -and to that extent alom*- “bourgeois 
right” disappears. 

ITowever. it continues to exi.st as lar as its other part is 
concerned; it continues lo exist in the capacity of regulator 
(determining factor) in the distribution of products and the 
allotment of labour among the members of society. The Social- 
ist principle: “He who does nol work, neither shall he eat,** 

1 The reference is to the Russian bourgeois economist M. I. Tugati- 
Baranovsky (1865-1919) -Ed 
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is already realized; the other Socialist principle: “An equal 
amount of products for an equal amount of labour/’ is also 
already realized. But this is not yet Communism, and it does 
not yet abolish “bourgeois right,” which gives to unequal in- 
di\iduals, in rclurn for an unequal (actually unequal) amount 
of labour, an equal amount of products. 

This is a “defect,” says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the 
lirsl phase of Communism; for if we are not to indulge in 
utoi)ianisin, we must not think that having overllirown capital- 
ism people will at once learn to work for society without any 
standard of rif/ht\ and indeed the abolition of capitalism doei 
not immediately create the economic premises for such a i 
change. 

And there is as yet no oilier standard than that of “bourgeois 
righl. " To this extent, thcrclore, there is still need for a stale, 
which, while safeguarding the public ownership of Die means 
ol production would safeguard equality ol lal)Our and equality 
in the distribution of products. 

The stale withers away in so far as tliere are no longer any 
cajiilalisls, any classes, and, conse(|uently, no class eaii be 
snpjfressed. 

But the stale has not yet completely withered awav, since 
there still remains the safeguarding ot “bourgeois right," which 
sanctifies actual inequality. For the complete withering away 
of tlie slate romplele Communism is necessary. 

4. THE lIlCiIlEH PIUSE OF COMMUNIST SOCIETY 

Marx conliiiues: 

“111 a Iii{;hcr pliasr of Coinuiuiust society, aflrr Ihe enslaving sub- 
ordination of individuals under division of labour, and thcrewitli also 
the antithesis between mental and physical labour, has vanished; aitir 
labour, from a mere means of life, has itself become llie prime necessity 
of life; after the productive forces have also increased with the all-round* 
development of the individual, and all the springs of co-operative wealth 
flow more abundantly— only then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois 
right be fully left beliind and society inscribe on its banners: From each 
according to his ability, to each according to his needs!” 

Only now can we appreciate to the full the correctness ot 
Engels' remarkg in which ho mercile.%ly ridiculed the absurdilj 
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ol combining the words "freedom'’ and ‘‘slale.’’ While the slate 
exists there is no freedom. When there will be freedom, there 
will be no stale. 

I’he economic basis i‘or the complete withering away of the 
stale is such a higli stage of development of Communism that 
the aiililhesis between mental and physical labour disappears, 
that is to say, when one of the prhicipal sources of modem 
social im'qiiality disappears^ -a source, moreover, which cannot 
1)0 removed immediately by the iner(^ coji version of the means 
of production into public properly, by Hu* mere exproprialioJ) 
gl tlic capilatisls. 

^ This expropriation will facililair an enormous d(*veloj)menl 
of productive forces. And seeing liovv capitalism is already 
rtianliim this (h velopmeut to an incnHlible degree, seeing how 
miiclt progress rould be achieved even on the basis of the 
present level of iiioilan lecliuupic, we me cniincd to say wdih 
the fullest conlidenee that Ihe exproprialioii of the capilatisls 
will iru‘viUiI>Iy resnlL iu an enormous development of the pro- 
ductive forces of human society. Ihil how rapidly tins develop- 
mejd will jirocec'd, how’ soon it will reach the point of breaking 
away Irom the vlivision of labour, ot n‘movuio the antithesis 
helwi'cn mental and physical labour, or Iranslorming labour 
into “tlie prime nectssily of life ’ — we do iiol and canuol know. 

riiat is wliy we an enlitled to speak only of Hie inevilable 
wdlhcring away of the slate, eiiipliasi/ing tlic protracted nature 
of this proct*ss and its dependence ui)on the rapidity of develop- 
ment of the luijhcr phase of (lommunisni, and leaving tlie 
([ueslion of length of lime, or the coiicrele forms of the wither- 
ing away, quite open, because llierc is no material for an answer 
to these questions. 

The slate will be aide lo wither away completely when 
society applies Ihe rule: “From each according lo bis ability, 
lo each according to bis needs,” i,e,, w hen people have become 
so acciislomed lo observing the fundamental rules of social 
intercourse and when their laliour is so productive that they 
will voluntarily ^York accordiiuj to their ability. "The narrow- 
hori/on of bourgc*ois right,” which compels one lo calculate 
w’ilh the stringency of a Shylock whether one has not worked 
half an hour more than another, whether one is not getting 



less pay lhan another — this narrow horizon will then be left 
behind, 'ilierc will tiien be no need for society to regulate the 
<|nanlily of products to he distributed to each; each will take 
freely ‘'according to his need.s.” 

From the bourgeois point of view, it is easy lo declare that 
such a social order is “a pure utopia" and to sneer at the 
Soeialisl.s tor promising everyone the right to receive from 
society, without any control of the labour of the individual 
citizen, any quantity of truffles, automobiles, pianos, etc. Even 
now, most bourgeois "savants" confine themselves lo sneering 
in this way, thereby displaying at once their ignorance and 
tlieir mercenary defence of capitalism. i 

Ignorance — for it has never entered tlie head of any Socialist 
to “promise" that the higlior pliase of the development of 
Gomniunism will arrive; but the great Socialists, in foresseiny 
its arrival, presupi>ose not the j)reseut productivity of labour 
and not the present ordinary run of people, who like the 
seminary .studeut.s in Pomyalovsky’s stories,^ are capable of 
damaging the .slocks ot social wealth “just for fun" and of 
demanding the impossible. 

Until llie “higher” phase of (iommuuism arrives, the Social- 
ists demand the strictest control by society and hi] the state of 
ttic measure of labour and the measure of consumi)tion; but 
this control must start with the expropriation of the capitalists, 
with the eslabli.shmenl of workers’ control over the capitalists, 
and must be carried out not by a stale of bureaucrats, but by 
a state of armed workers. 

The mercenary defence of capitalism by the bourgeois 
ideologists (and their hangers-on. like Me.ssrs. Tsereteli, Cher- 
nov and Co.) lies in their substituting controversies and discus- 
sions about the distant future for the essential and imperative 
(jueslions ot present-day policy, viz., the expropriation of the 
capitalists, the conversion of all citizens into workers and 
employees of one huge “syndicate” — ^the whole state — and the 
complete subordination of the whole of the work of this syndi- 

' The reference here is lo N. Pouiyalovsky's Sketches of Seminary 
Life in wtiich this Rtissinn novelist exposed the absurd system of educa- 
lion and brutal customs wliich held sway in the Russian theological 
schools in the fifties and sixties of the past century. — Ed. 
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cale to tlie really democratic stale, the state of the Soviets of 
Workers' and Soldiers' Deputies. 

Ill reality, when a learned professor, and following him 
Ihe philistine, and following him Messrs. Tsereteli and Chernov, 
talk of the iiiireasonahle utopias, of the demagogic promise'^ 
of the Bolsheviks, of the impossibility of “introducing"’ Social- 
ism, it is the higher stage or phase of Communism they have 
in mind, which no one has ever promised or evi^n thought to 
“introduce," because generally speaking it cannot be “inln»- 
ihiced.'* 

4 And this brings us to the ([ueslion of the scion! i tic dilTerence 
r between Socialism and Communism, which luigels touched on 
in his above-quoted argument about the* incorreclness of the 
name “Social-Dcnioeral.'’ The political difference helween ihe 
lirsl, or lower, and the higher phase of (llomiuunism will in 
lime, probably, be Iremendous; hill il would be r'diculuus to 
take cognizance of Ibis dilference iiow, uinler capitalism, and 
only isolated Anarchisls. perhaps, conid invest il wdth primary 
importance (if there are. still people among the Aiiarchisl.s who 
have learned nothing Irom the 'Plekhanov-ile" conversion of 
the Kropotkins, the Graveses, the Cornelisens and other “leading 
lights'* (if anarchism into social-chauvinists or “anarcho-tnmcti- 
ists," as (ie, one of the few Anaiadnsls who has still preserved 
a sense of lioiiour and a conscience, has expr(*ssed il). 

But the scienlilie difference between Socialism and Coin- 
miinisin is ch’ar. What is usually called Socialism >vas termed 
hy Mar.v Ihe “lirst" or lower phase of Coinniunisl society. In 
so far as Ihe means of production become common propc^rly, 
the word ‘‘Communism” is also applical)lc here, providing we 
do not forget that il is not complete Coiiiiniinism. The great 
significance of Marx's explanations is lhat here, too, he consist- 
ently applies nuderialisl dialectics the cloclrini* of develop- 
ment, and regards Communism as something which develops 
out of capitalism. Instead of s'*lu)lastically inv<‘nte(l, “concoct- 
ed” delinilions and fruitless disputes aliout words (what is 
Socialism? what is Communism?), Marx gives an analysis of 
what may be called the stages in the economic ripeness of 
('communism. 

In its first phase, or first vSfage. Communism cannot as yel 



I)e fully ripe ccoiioinically and entirely free from the Iradilioas 
and traces of cai)ilalii»ni. Hence the interesting phenomenon 
that Comiiuinisiu in its first phase retains ‘‘the narrow horizon 
of bounjeois right." Of course, bourgeois right in regard to tin* 
distribution of articles of consumption inevitably presupposes 
the existence of llie bour(jeois state, for right is nothing without 
an aj)[)aralus capable of enforcing the observance of the stand- 
ards ()1 right. 

(".on-a'qucntly, not only bourgeois right, but even the bour- 
geois stale for a certain time remains under tlommiinisin. 
without the bourgeoisie! 

I'his may sound like a jjaradox or simply a clialectioal x 
puzzle, of wiiich Marxism is ollen accused by people who do 
not take the slightest trouble lo study its extraordinarily pro- 
lOUUd coiitciil. 

Hut as a matter ot fact, nunnanfs of llie old siirvixing in 
the new confront us in life al every step, both in nature and 
in society. And Marx did not arbitrarily insert a scrap of 
“Imurgeois” right into Communism, l)iit indicati'd what is 
economically and politicully iiievifahle in a society emerging 
from the womb of capitalism. 

Democracy is of great importance to the working class in 
its stj ugglc lor emanci|)a!ioii from lli<* capilalisls. Hiil democracy 
is by no means a lioiiiidary llial must not lie overstepped; it 
is only one of the stages on the road from leuclalism to capital- 
ism. and from ca])iUilism to ('ominuiiism. 

Democracy moans equality. The great significance of the 
prolelariaCs struggle for equality and the signilicaiice of equality 
as a slogan xvill he clear if we correctly interpret it as meaning 
the abolition of classes. Ihit democracy means only formal 
equality. And as soon as e(|uality is obtained for all members 
of society in relation to the oxvnership of tlie means of pro- 
duction, that is, equality of labour and equality of wages, 
humanity will ineviiably he confronted wdth the question of 
going beyond formal equality lo real equality, i.e., to applying 
Ihe rule, “from each according to his ability, to each according 
to his needs.” Hy wind stages, by wdiat practical measures 
humanity will proceed lo this higher aim — w^e do not and 
cannot know’. Bui it is important to realize how’ infinitely 
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nicmlacious is the ordinary bourgeois conception of Socialism 
as something lifeless, pctriiicd, fixed once for all, whereas in 
reality only under Socialism will a rapid, genuine, really mass 
forward movement, embracing first the majority and then the 
whole of the population, commence in all spheres of social and 
personal life. 

Democracy is a form of stale, one of ils varieties. Conse- 
ipiently, it, like every slate, on the one hand represents the 
organired, syslenialic apjilieation of force against jiersons; 
but on the other hand it signifies the formal recognilion of the 
equiilily of all citizens, the equal right of all to determine the 
, structure and administration of the state. 'I’his. in turn, is 
connected with the fact that, at a certain stage in the develop- 
ment of democracy, it first rallies the jiroletai iat as the revolu- 
tionary class against capitalism, and enables it to crusli, smash 
to atoms, vvipf' off the I'aCe of the earth the bourgeois, even the 
republican bourgeois, slate machine, the Stailtling aruiY, the 
police and luireaucracy, and to substitute for llu'm a more 
democratic stale machine, but a stale machine nevertheless, 
in the shape of the armed masses of workers wlio are being 
transformed into a universal jieople’s militia. 

Here “quantity is trau^fornled into qualily"; such a degree 
of denioeraey implies overslepping llie boundaries of bourgeois 
society, the beginning of ils .Socialist reconstruction. If, indeed, 
all lake part in the administration of the stale, eapitalism 
cannot retain its hold. And the dovelojimcnt of eapitalism. in 
turn, itself creates the premixes that really enable “all” to take 
part in the adminkstration of the state. Some of the premises 
are; universal literacy, which is already achieved in a number 
of the nio.st advanced eapilalisl countries, then the “training 
and disciplining” of millions of workers by the .huge, complex, 
socialized apparatus of the post-office, railways, big factories, 
large-scale commerce, banking, etc., etc. 

Giv<‘n these economic premises it is quite possible, after 
the overthrow of the capitalists and bureaucrats, to proceed 
immediately, overnight, to supersede them in the control of 
production and distribution, in Ihe work of keeping account 
of labour and products by the armed workers, by the whole 
of the armed population. (The question of control and account- 
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ing must not be confused with the question of the scientifically 
(rained staff of engineers, agronomists and so on. These gentle- 
men are working today and obey the capitalists; they will 
work even better to-morrow and obey the armed workers.) 

Accounting and control — that is the main thing required for 
the “setting up” and correct functioning of the first phase ol 
Coniiiiunist society. All citizens are transformed into the sala- 
ried employees of the stale, which consists of the armed work- 
ers. All citizens become employees and workers of a single na- 
lionat stale “syndicate." All that is required is that they should 
work equally — do their proper ’share of work — and get paid 
equally. The accounting and control necessary for this have^ 
been simplified by capitalism to an extreme and reduced to the 
extraordinarily simple operations— wliich any literate person 
can perform — of checking and recording, knowledge of the four 
rules of arithmetic, and issuing receipts.^ 

When the majoritg of the people begin independcmlly and 
everywhere to keep such accounts and maintain such control 
over the capitalists (now converted into employees) and over 
the intellectual gentry who preserve their capitalist habits, this 
control will really become universal, general, national; and there 
will be no way of getting away from it, there will be “nowhere 
to go.” 

Tlie whole of society will have become a single oftice and a 
single factory, with equality of labour and equality of pay. 

But this “factory" discipline, which the proletariat will 
extend to the whole of society after the defeat of llie capital- 
ists and the overthrow'^ of the exploiters, is by no means .our 
ideal, or our ultimate goal. It is but a necessary step for the 
purpose of thoroughly purging society of all Ihe hideous- 
nc'ss and foulness of capitalist exploitation, and for further 
progress. 

From the moment all members of society, or even only the 
va.st majority, have learned to administer the state themselves, 
have taken this business into their own hands, have “sot up” 

* When most of Ihe funetions of the stale are . reduced lo this ac- 
counting and control by the workers themselves, it will cease to be a 
“political stale” and the “public functions will lose their political char- 
iicter and be transformed into simple administrative functions ” 
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control over the insignificant minority of capitalists, over the 
gentry who wish to preserve their capitalist liabils, and fiver 
the workers who have been profoundly corrupted by capitalism 
- -from this moment the need for government begins to disap- 
pc»ar altogether. The more complete democracy, the nearer llie 
moment approaches when it becomes unnecessary. The more 
democratic the “state” which consists of the armed workers, 
and which is ‘‘no longer a state in the proper sense of the 
word." the more rapidly does fwri/ form of I tie stale begin to 
wither away.* 

1 Continuing and developing the Marxisl'l^niiiist theory of Ihe 
slate 111 the new liislorical situation. Comrade Stalin formulaled llu* 
theory ol' llie Socialist slate am! its tasks under the <‘oi)(1ilions of victo- 
rious Socialism and the Imilding of Cominiiiiism. 

1q his report to the Kighleeiilh Congress of the C.P.S.U.iU.) on tin 
work of the Onlral ('.ouiiuittciwd the Parly, (ainirade Slatiii said: 

. .Lciiiii wrote his famous book, The State and licuolvtion, in August 
1017, that is, a few months Infore the October llcvoliilioii and the cslab- 
lislinieiit ot the Soviet slate. Lenin considered it the main task of this 
book to defend Marx's and buigtds* doctrine ot iJie slate Irom tlie distor- 
tions and vulgarizations of the op]>orlunists. L(Miin was preparing to 
write a second viiluine ol TIlC StfltC (tlld lieuolutionf in which lie intended 
to sum up the principal lessons of the experience of the Ihissian revolu- 
tions of 1005 and 1917. There cun be no doubt that Lenin intended in 
the siToiul volume of liis book to elaborate and develop the theory ot the 
state on the basis of the cx]u rieiice gained during the existence of Soviet 
power in our country. Ucath, however, prevented him from carrying lids 
task into exeeutiun but what Lenin <lid tud manage to do siiouht be 
done by his disciples. 

“The stale aro^e because society split up into antagonistic classes, 
it arose in order to keep in restraint the exploited majority in tlie in- 
terests oi the exploiting minority. The instruments of slate authority have 
been mainly coiicenlruled in the army, the punitive organs, the espionage 
service, the prisons. Two basic functions characterize the activity of ttie 
slate: at home (the main liiiu‘lioii|, lo keep in restraint the exphiiled 
majority; abroad (not the main function), lo extend the territory of its 
class, the ruling class, at llie expense of the territory of other slates, or 
to defend tlie territory of its own state from attack by other states. Such 
was the case in slave society and umler feudalism. Sueh is the case und^^r 
capitalism. 

“In order lo overthrow capitalism it was not only necessary lo remove 
tlie bourgeoisie from power, it was not only necessary lo expropriate the 
capitalists, but also to smash entirely the bourgeois stale machine and 
its old army, its bureaucratic officialdom and its police force, and to 
substitute for it a new. proletarian form of state, a new, Socialist state. 
And that, as we know, is exactly what the Bolsheviks did. But it docs 
not follow that the new proletarian stale may not preserve certain func- 
tions of the old state, changed to suit the requiremenlv of the proletarian 



For when all have learned to administer and acliially do 
administer social production independently, independently 
kci'p accounts and exercise control over the idlers, the gentle- 
folk, the swindlers and similar “guardians of capitalist tradi- 
tions,” the escape from this national accounting and control 
will inevilahly become so incredibly difficult, such a rare ex- 


slate. Still less does it follow that the forms of our Socialist slate must 
r rnaio uiichan(;ed, tliat all tlie original tiiiicliotis of our state must he 
fully preserved in future. As a matter of fact, the forms of our stale are 
chaugiiig and will continue to change in line with the develupiiienl of 
our country and with the changes in the international situation. 

‘ I.eniii was absolutely right when he said: 

'The forms of bourgeois stales are extremely varied, but in 
essence they are all the same: in one way or another, in llio final 
iinaiysis, all these slates are inevitably the tUctntorship of tlu‘ hour- 
(ff'oisic. Tlie transition from capitalism to Communism will certain 
ly create a greal variety and abundance of political forni.s, but 
their essence will inevitably be the .same: the dictatorMp of the 
proletariat,* [The State and Resolution.) 

"Since the October Hevolulion, our Socialist slate has passed through 
two m.aiii phases in its development. 

‘‘The first phase was liie period from the Ocloher Revolution to Hu* 
cliniiiiatiori of the exploiting cla.sses. The principal task in that period 
was to suppress the resistance of the overthrown classes, to organize the 
defence of the country again.st the attack of the interventionists, to restore 
industry and agriculture, and to prepare the conditions for the elimina- 
tion of llie capitalist elements. Aceordingly, in this period our .slate per- 
formed two main functions. The first function was to suppress llu* over- 
thrown classes inside tlie country. In this respect our stale bore a super- 
licial resemblance to previous slates whose functions had also been to 
suppress recalcitrants, with the fundamental difference, however, that 
our stale suppressed the exploiting minority in the interests of tlie labour- 
ing majority, while previous stales bad suppressed the exploited majority 
in the inlorcsls of llic exploiting minority. The .second function was to 
defend the eoiinliy from foreign attack. In this respect it likewise bore 
a siipcrlicial resemblanee to previous stales, which also undertook the 
armed defence of their countries, with the fundamental difference, how- 
ever, that our .state defended from foreign attack the gains of the labour- 
ing majority, while previous stales in such cases defended the wealth 
and privileges of the exploiting minority. Our state had yet a third func- 
tion: this was the work of economic organization and cultural education 
performed by our stale bodies with the purpose of developing the infant 
shoots of the new. Socialist economic system and re-educating the people 
in the spirit of Socialism. But this new function did not attain to any 
considerable development in that period. 

“The second phase was the period from llio elimination of the capital- 
ist elements in town and country to the complete victory of tlie Socialist 
economic system and the adoption of the new Constitution. The principal 
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fi'plion, and will probably be accompanied by such swill and 
severe punishment (for tlie armed workers are practical men 
and iiol seiitimcnlal iiitellecluals, and they will scarcely allow 
anyone to trifle wdih Ihem), that very soon the iic ce s a i t y of 
o})servin^ tlie simple, fundamental rules of human intercourse 
will become a hah i t. 

And then the door will be wide open for Ihe transiliem 
from the first i)hase of Communist society to its hif^her phase, 
and willi it to the complete witherin;^ away of the stale. 


An;^»usl St pl 'iiiljor U,)17 


1 isk in lliis poiioJ wds li» ('\tahlish llif Socialist iTonoinh* all 

ovi'r the counlrv and to eliminate tlic last rnnnaiils o| lln^ ciipil.ilisl clc- 
luciiis, to Ininj' ubonl a cuauial icvolulion, and to ioiin a tlmronj^Iily 
modern army lor tlic tirfenco of Ihe country. And Ihe functions of oiir 
Socialist slate c]ian{»ed accorihiij^ly, J’he luiictioii of mdilary snppM’ssion 
inside the cuillllrv ceased, died awny; tor exploitation laid l)ceji ahol- 
ished, Ihert* wen* no more exploiters loll, and so lliere was IK) OIlC to 
suj>press. In place of tins fuiiciion ot suppression the .slate acf[ulu*(i tln‘ 
fuiicliou of pr(»leclin^; Socialist properly from thieves and ]jilf<‘rers of 
the people’s projierly. The (unction of defeudiuK the country Inmi for- 
eign altack fully remained; consequently, the Hed Army and the Navy 
also fully remained, as did the punitive organs and the inlelligence serv- 
iee, which tire indi’^pensalde for the dclc'clioii and punishment .of the 
spies, assassins and wreckers sent into our country by foreign espionage 
services. TJie liinclion of ctoiioiuic organiralion and cultural education 
by the state organs also remainect, and s\as developed lo the full. Now 
the main task of our stale inside the country is the work of peaceful 
economic organization an<l cuUura4 e<Iucation. As for our army, punitive 
organs, and intelligence service, their edge is no longer turned to the 
inside of the <*oiintry hut to the oiilsirie, against external enemies. 

“As you sie \se now base an entirely new, Socialist .state, without 
precedent in history and ditTering considerahly in form and functions 
irom the Socialist stale of the fir.st phase. 

“But development cannot slop there. We are going ahead, towards 
Communism. Will our stale remain in the period of (Communism also? 

‘ Yes, it will, unless the capitalist encirclement is lif|uidated, and unless 
the danger of foreign military attack has disappeared. Naturally, of 
course, the forms of out stole will again change jn conformity wdlh the 
change in the situation at home and abroad, 

“No, it will not remain and svill atrophy if the capitalist encirclement 
is liquidated and a Socialist enrirclemcnl lakes its place. 

“That is how the que.slion stands with regard lo the .Socialist slate.” 
T. Stalin Problems of Ler}inism, Eng. ed.. Moscow, 1045, pp. 635*38. — Ed. 
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A LI TTKR TO THE CKNTKM. COMMITTEE OF THE R.S.0.1..P. 


()rn* of the most vicious and prohaiily most widespread 
distortions of Marxism practised by the prevailing “Sociali-,!" 
parties consists in the opportunist lie that preparations for 
insurrection and generally lh<‘ treatment of insurrection as an 
art are “Hlanquisni," 

llfrilStdll, the leader ot opporlunisiu, has alrt'ady earned 
himself a wretched notoriety by accusing Marxism of Blan- 
quism, and when our present-day opportunists cry Blamfuism 
they do not improve on or “enrich” the meagre “ideas" ol 
Bernstein one jot. 

Marxists are accused of Blanquism for treating insurrection 
as an art! Can there he a more flagrant perversion of the truth, 
when not a single Marxist will deny that it was Marx who 
expressed hini.self on this score in the most definite, precise 
and categorical manner, inasmuch as it was Marx who catted 
insurrection precisely an art, saying that it must be treated as 
an art, that the first success must he won, and that one must 
proceed from success to success, never ceasing the offensive 
against the enemy, taking every advantage of his confusion, 
etc., etc.? 

To be successful, insurrection must rely not upon conspiracy 
and not upon a parly, but upon the advanced class. That is llu' 
first point. Insurrection must rely upon the rising revolutionary 
spirit of the people. Tliat is the second point. Insurrection must 
rely upon the crucial moment in the history of the growing 
revolution, when the activity of the advanced ranks of tin* 
people is at its height, and when the vacillations in the rank.s 
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of the enemies and in the ranks of the weak, half-hearted and 
irresolute friends of the reoolntion are strongest. That is the 
third point. these three conditions in the attitude towards 
insurrection dislinguisli Marxism from Blanqinsm. 

Bui when these conditions are operating it is a betrayal 
of Marxism and a l)etrayal of the revolution to refuse to treat 
insurrection as an art. 

In order to show that Uie present moment is one in which 
the Parly is ohlificd to admit tliat insurrection has lieen placed 
u|)on the order of the day by the whole course of olijeclive 
events, and that it must treat insiirrtrlion as an art, it will 
perhaps be best to use the method of eompaiisoii, and to draw 
a iiarallel bedween .lulv and the S(‘piemb(T days. 

On July 3 4 it was possible to argue, without transgressing 
against the truth, that Ihea'ight thing to do was to lake power, 
tor our enemies would in any case accuse us of rebellion and 
treat us like relicts, lIowcNOi, the conclusion tluil we could have 
seized ])ower at tiud time would have been w rong, because the 
objective conditions lor a SIKTCSSlul insurn^<‘li<iii did not 
exist. 

1) We still lacked the support of the t‘lass whieh is the 
vanguard of the re>olulion. 

We still did not have a majoriiy among tlie workers and 
soldiers of the cajiilals. Now. we have a majority in both 
Soviets. It w^as created solely by the history of July and 
August, hv llie e\])erience of tlie “ruthless trealmenf' meted 


1 Tho rel<‘rfMicc is Id tJic spontaneous mass deinonstratioiis ot workers 
.ind soldiers nt Uie IVIidj^nid garrison wdiich took place in IVlnigrad on 
.luly 34, 1917, demanding the transtei of power to the Soviets. Nol- 
sviliistanding the pacific character ol Hit- demonstrations llie hourgeois 
Provisional Government, in which the Mensheviks and Socialisl-Revolu 
fionaries parlicijiatcd, J>roughl out troops which had lieeii recalled from 
the front, against the demonstrators. After suppressing Ihc demonstrations 
the Provisional Government, headed by the .Socialist-Revolutionary Ke- 
rensky, began to persecute tbe Rolshcvik Party, closed down Ibe Bolshevik 
newspapers, including the central Parly organ, the Pravda, issued a war- 
rant for the arrest of Lenin, who was forced to go into hiding, and 
arrested a number of prominent Parly leaders. However, the Parly suc- 
ceeded even under these trying conditions in firepariiig the vie lory of the 
proletarian rexoluUon in October 1917 -LV/. 



out lo Ihe Bolsheviks, aJid by the experience of the Kornilov 

afrnirJ 

2) There was no nation-wide rising revolutionary spirit at 
that time. Tliere is llial now, after the “Kornilov a/fair, as is 
proved by the situation in the provinces and by the seizure of 
power by the Soviets in many localities. 

3) At that time there was no vacillation on any serious 
political scale among our enemies and among the irresohile 
petty bourgeoisie. Now the vacillation is enormous. Our main 
en(»my^ Allied and world imperialism (lor world imperialism 
is l)eing led by the “Allies"), has begun to waver between 
war to a victorious linisli and a separate peace directed against 
Russia. Our petty-bourgeois democrats, having clearly lost their 
majority among the people, have begun to vacillate enormously, 
and liave rejected a bloc, i.c., a coalition, with the Cadets. 

4) Therefore, an insurrection on July 3-4 would liave been 
a mislake: we could not have retained poww either physically 
or politically. We could not have retained it physically in spile 
ol the fact that at certain moinenis Petrograd w’as in our hands, 
J)ecaiise at that liim* our wwkers and soldiers would not liavi 
fought and died for the possession of Pelrograd. Tiiere was 
nol at Dial liino tliat “.savageness, nor tl'.al li<'ree haired bolh 
of the Kerenskys and of the Tseretelis and Cherno\ s. Our peojde 
had not yet been tempered by Ihe experience ol I lie jierseclilion 
of the Bolsheviks in which Ihe Socialist-Revolutionaries and 
Mensheviks participated. 

We could not have rclaineil power politically on July 3-1 
because before the Kornilov affair Ihe army and the provinces 
might have, and would have, marched against Petrograd. 

The picture is now" entirely dilTerent. 

We have the follow"ing of Ihe majority of a c/o.s^, the van- 
guard of the revolution, ihe vanguard of the people, wdiich is 
capable of carrying the masses with it. 


^ The reference is lo Ihe eounler-revolutionarv xenlure in AiijJiisf 
.September 1917, undertaken by General Kornilov to crush the revolution, 
abolish the Soviets and set up a military dictatorship. It was only dne 
lo the energetic measures of the Bolshevik Party, which head»d the 
armed resistance lo Uie counkT-revolutioii, that the Kornilov loolt ^^.lS 
crushed. — Kd, 



MARXISM AND INSURRECTION 


We have the following of the majoritg of the people, for 
Chernov's resignation, while by no means the only symptom, 
is the most striking and obvious symptom that the peasantry 
will not receive land from the SocialisURevoliitionaries* bloc 
(or fron^lSriNittfialist-Revolutionaries themselves). And that is 
the chiel rea^ii for the popular character of the revolution. 

We have the advantageous position of a party that firmly 
kIlo^^s the path it musi follow, wlieieas imperialism as a whole 
and tlie bloc of the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries 
are vacillating incredibly. 

Our victory is assured, for the people are bordering on 
•desperation and we are showing the people a sure w’ay out; 
for during the ‘'Kornilov days” wt deiiiouslralcd to the people 
I he \alue of our leadersliip, and then w e proposed to the poli- 
lieiaiis of the bloc a cojnproinise, which they rejected^ although 
tlieir \acillalioilS continued unremittingly. 

It would be a sheer midake to think that our oiler Of a 
compromise has M(d ii,ct hceix rejected, and lhal the ‘‘Democratic 
Conferenci'’'^ may slill accept il. The compromise was proposed 
by a party to parties; il could not have been projmsed in any 
other way. It was rejected by parties. I'he Dcniocralic Conler- 
enco is a conference, and nothing more. One thing must ntd 
be lorgolteii, namely, that the majority of the revolutionary 
peopjte, the poor and embittered peasantry, are not re|)resenled 
in it. h is a eonlerenre of a miiioriUj of the people— that obvious 
trutli must not be Jorgotloii. It w’ould bo a sheer mistake, il 
w’ould be shetT parliamentary crelinism on our part, w^ere we 
to regard the 13emocralic Conference as a parliament; for even 
if it were to proclaim itself a parliament, and the sovereign 
parliament ol the revolution, it would not decide anything. The 
l)ower of dt'cision lies outside it; it lies in the w-orking-rlass 
quarters of Petrograd and Moscow. 

i .\llrr tin* Kornilov r<'volt had been crushed (sec roolnole to p. iiGC)} 
the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries made another attempt to 
weaken the rising revolutionary temper of the masses by convening, in 
September 1917, the so-called AH-Ru^^ian Democratic Conference. The 
Conference set up a Provisional Council of the Republic, known v as the 
Pre-parliament. This hopeless attempt to divert the country from the path 
of a Soviet revolution to the path of bourgeois parliamentarism ended in 
a complete fiasco. — Ed, 



V. I. t. E M 1 N 




A.1' the objective coudiliona for a successful insurrection 
exist. We have tlic advantage of a situation in which only our 
success in the insurrection cfui put an end to thalr most painf ul 
thing on earth, vacUlatinii. which lias worn the people out; 
a situation in which only our success n the ip*'i'f*’.“’tion can 
foil the game of a separate peace directed against "he revolutior 
by jiublicly pioposing a fuller, juster and earlier peace to th 
benefit of the revolution. 

Mnally, our Party alone can, by a successful insurrection, 
save Petrograd; for if our proposal for peace is rejected, if 
we do not secure even an armistice, then we shall become 

A 

“defencists.'’ then we shall place ourselves at the head of tht^ 
war parlies, we shall be the “war'’ party pat excellence, ar<d 
we shall light the war in a truly revo'lutionary manner 
We shall take away all the bread and boots from the capitalists 
We shall leave them only crusts, we shall dress them in basv 
shoes. We shall send all the bread and shoes to the front. 

\nd we shall save Petrograd. 

The resources, both material and spiritual, lor a trul’ 
revolutionary waj' in Russia are still immense; the chances ar« 
a hundred to one that the Germans will grant us at least an 
armistice. And to secure an armistice now would in itself mean 
to win the whole world. 


* * ♦ 4 ’ 

Having recognized the absolute necessity of an insurrection 
of the workers of Petrograd and Moscow to .save the revolution 
and to save Russia from being ‘'separately” divided up among 
the imperialists of both coalitions, we must first adapt our 
political tactics at the Conterence to the conditions of the grow- 
ing insurrection, and. secondly, we mbst show that our accept 
ance of Marx’s idea that in.surreclion must be treated as an art 
is not merely a verbal acceptance. 

At the Conterence we must immediately set about consoli- 
dating the Bolshevik fraction, without .striving after numbers, 
and \yithout fearing to leave the st^verera in the camp of the 
waverers: they are more uae^ to the cause of the revolution 
there than in the camp of Ihe^Wsolute and devoted fighters. 








